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APPENDIX A
Omnibus Public Lands Management Act of 2009
This appendix contains the portions of the Omnibus Public Lands Management Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11, Title 
I, Subtitle O - Washington County, Utah) that created the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs National Conservation 
Areas.

Subtitle O—Washington County, Utah

SEC. 1971. DEFINITIONS.

In this subtitle:

(1) BEAVER DAM WASH NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA MAP.—The term ‘‘Beaver Dam Wash National 
Conservation Area Map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area’’ and dated 
December 18, 2008.

(2) CANAAN MOUNTAIN WILDERNESS MAP.—The term ‘‘Canaan Mountain Wilderness Map’’ means the map 
entitled ‘‘Canaan Mountain Wilderness’’ and dated June 21, 2008.

(3) COUNTY.—The term ‘‘County’’ means Washington County, Utah.

(4) NORTHEASTERN WASHINGTON COUNTY WILDERNESS MAP.— The term ‘‘Northeastern Washington 
County Wilderness Map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Northeastern Washington County Wilderness’’ and dated 
November 12, 2008.

(5) NORTHWESTERN WASHINGTON COUNTY WILDERNESS MAP.—The term ‘‘Northwestern Washington 
County Wilderness Map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Northwestern Washington County Wilderness’’ and dated June 21, 
2008.

(6) RED CLIFFS NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA MAP.—The term ‘‘Red Cliffs National Conservation Area 
Map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Red Cliffs National Conservation Area’’ and dated November 12, 2008.

(7) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means—

(A) with respect to land under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Agriculture; and

(B) with respect to land under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of the Interior.

(8) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means the State of Utah. 

(9) WASHINGTON COUNTY GROWTH AND CONSERVATION ACT MAP.—The term ‘‘Washington County 
Growth and Conservation Act Map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Washington County Growth and Conservation Act 
Map’’ and dated November 13, 2008.

SEC. 1972. WILDERNESS AREAS.

(a) ADDITIONS TO NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM.—

(1) ADDITIONS.—Subject to valid existing rights, the following land in the State is designated as wilderness and 
as components of the National Wilderness Preservation System:

 (A) BEARTRAP CANYON.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising 
approximately 40 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which 
shall be known as the ‘‘Beartrap Canyon Wilderness.’’

 (B) BLACKRIDGE.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising ap-
proximately 13,015 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which 
shall be known as the ‘‘Blackridge Wilderness.’’ 
 (C) CANAAN MOUNTAIN.—Certain Federal land in the County managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management, comprising approximately 44,531 acres, as generally depicted on the Canaan Mountain Wilderness 
Map, which shall be known as the ‘‘Canaan Mountain Wilderness.”
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  (i) the Bureau of Land Management; and

  (ii) the Forest Service.

(b) ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS.—

(1) MANAGEMENT.—Subject to valid existing rights, each area designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1) 
shall be administered by the Secretary in accordance with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), except 
that— 

 (A) any reference in the Wilderness Act to the effective date of that Act shall be considered to be a reference 
to the date of enactment of this Act; and

 (B) any reference in the Wilderness Act to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be considered to be a reference 
to the Secretary that has jurisdiction over the land.

(2) LIVESTOCK.—The grazing of livestock in each area designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1), where 
established before the date of enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue—

 (A) subject to such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices that the Secretary considers necessary; and

 (B) in accordance with— 

  (i) section 4(d)(4) of the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1133(d)(4)); and 

  (ii) the guidelines set forth in Appendix A of the report of the Committee on Interior and Insular   
 Affairs of the House of Representatives accompanying H.R. 2570 of the 101st Congress (H.Rep. 101–405) and  
 H.R. 5487 of the 96th Congress (H. Rept. 96–617).

(3) WILDFIRE, INSECT, AND DISEASE MANAGEMENT.—In accordance with section 4(d)(1) of the 
Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C.1133(d)(1)), the Secretary may take such measures in each area designated as wilder-
ness by subsection (a)(1) as the Secretary determines to be necessary for the control of fire, insects, and diseases 
(including, as the Secretary determines to be appropriate, the coordination of those activities with a State or local 
agency).

(4) BUFFER ZONES.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section creates a protective perimeter or buffer zone around any area 
designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1).

 (B) ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE WILDERNESS.—The fact that an activity or use on land outside any area desig-
nated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1) can be seen or heard within the wilderness shall not preclude the activity 
or use outside the boundary of the wilderness.

(5) MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS.—Nothing in this section restricts or precludes— 

 (A) low-level overflights of military aircraft over any area designated as wilderness by subsection (a)(1), in-
cluding military overflights that can be seen or heard within any wilderness area;

 (B) flight testing and evaluation; or 

 (C) the designation or creation of new units of special use airspace, or the establishment of military flight 
training routes over any wilderness area.

(6) ACQUISITION AND INCORPORATION OF LAND AND INTERESTS IN LAND.—

 (A) ACQUISITION AUTHORITY.—In accordance with applicable laws (including regulations), the 
Secretary may acquire any land or interest in land within the boundaries of the wilderness areas designated by 
subsection (a)(1) by purchase from willing sellers, donation, or exchange.

 (B) INCORPORATION.—Any land or interest in land acquired by the Secretary under subparagraph (A) 
shall be incorporated into, and administered as a part of, the wilderness area in which the land or interest in land 
is located.

(7) NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS USES.— Nothing in this section diminishes—

 (D) COTTONWOOD CANYON.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, 
comprising approximately 11,712 acres, as generally depicted on the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Map, 
which shall be known as the ‘‘Cottonwood Canyon Wilderness.”

 (E) COTTONWOOD FOREST.—Certain Federal land managed by the Forest Service, comprising approxi-
mately 2,643 acres, as generally depicted on the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Map, which shall be 
known as the ‘‘Cottonwood Forest Wilderness.”

 (F) COUGAR CANYON.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising 
approximately 10,409 acres, as generally depicted on the Northwestern Washington County Wilderness Map, 
which shall be known as the “Cougar Canyon Wilderness.”

 (G) DEEP CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approx-
imately 3,284 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall 
be known as the ‘‘Deep Creek Wilderness.’’

 (H) DEEP CREEK NORTH.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, compris-
ing approximately 4,262 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, 
which shall be known as the ‘‘Deep Creek North Wilderness.’’

 (I) DOC’S PASS.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approxi-
mately 17,294 acres, as generally depicted on the Northwestern

Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall be known as the “Doc’s Pass Wilderness.”

 (J) GOOSE CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising ap-
proximately 98 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall 
be known as the ‘‘Goose Creek Wilderness.’’

 (K) LAVERKIN CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising 
approximately 445 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which 
shall be known as the ‘‘LaVerkin Creek Wilderness.’’

 (L) RED BUTTE.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approxi-
mately 1,537 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall 
be known as the ‘‘Red Butte Wilderness.”

 (M) RED MOUNTAIN.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising 
approximately 18,729 acres, as generally depicted on the Red

Cliffs National Conservation Area Map, which shall be known as the ‘‘Red Mountain Wilderness.”

 (N) SLAUGHTER CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising 
approximately 3,901 acres, as generally depicted on the

Northwestern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall be known as the ‘‘Slaughter Creek Wilderness.”

 (O) TAYLOR CREEK.—Certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, comprising ap-
proximately 32 acres, as generally depicted on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness Map, which shall 
be known as the ‘‘Taylor Creek Wilderness.”

(2) MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives a map and legal description of each wilderness area designated by paragraph (1).

 (B) FORCE AND EFFECT.—Each map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall have 
the same force and effect as if included in this subtitle, except that the Secretary may correct any clerical or typo-
graphical errors in the map or legal description.

 (C) AVAILABILITY.—Each map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall be available 
in the appropriate offices of—
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(c) RELEASE OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS.—

(1) FINDING.—Congress finds that, for the purposes of section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1782), the public land in the County administered by the Bureau of Land Management has 
been adequately studied for wilderness designation.

(2) RELEASE.—Any public land described in paragraph (1) that is not designated as wilderness by subsection (a)
(1)—

 (A) is no longer subject to section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1782(c)); and

 (B) shall be managed in accordance with applicable law and the land management plans adopted under sec-
tion 202 of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1712).

(d) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDICTION TO NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.—Administrative juris-
diction over the land identified as the Watchman Wilderness on the Northeastern Washington County Wilderness 
Map is hereby transferred to the National Park Service, to be included in, and administered as part of Zion National 
Park.

SEC. 1973. ZION NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘Federal land’’ means certain Federal land—

 (A) that is—

  (i) located in the County and Iron County, Utah; and

  (ii) managed by the National Park Service; 

 (B) consisting of approximately 124,406 acres; and

 (C) as generally depicted on the Zion National Park Wilderness Map and the area added to the park under 
section 1972(d).

(2) WILDERNESS AREA.—The term ‘‘Wilderness Area’’ means the Zion Wilderness designated by subsection 
(b)(1).

(3) ZION NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS MAP.—The term ‘‘Zion National Park Wilderness Map’’ means the 
map entitled ‘‘Zion National Park Wilderness’’ and dated April 2008.

(b) ZION NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—Subject to valid existing rights, the Federal land is designated as wilderness and as a com-
ponent of the National Wilderness Preservation System, to be known as the ‘‘Zion Wilderness.”

(2) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED LAND.—Any land located in the Zion National Park that is acquired 
by the Secretary through a voluntary sale, exchange, or donation may, on the recommendation of the Secretary, 
become part of the Wilderness Area, in accordance with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.).

(3) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives a map and legal description of the Wilderness Area.

 (B) FORCE AND EFFECT.—The map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall have the 
same force and effect as if included in this Act, except that the Secretary may correct any clerical or typographical 
errors in the map or legal description.

 (C) AVAILABILITY.—The map and legal description submitted under subparagraph (A) shall be available in 
the appropriate offices of the National Park Service.

 (A) the rights of any Indian tribe; or

 (B) any tribal rights regarding access to Federal land for tribal activities, including spiritual, cultural, and 
traditional food-gathering activities.

(8) CLIMATOLOGICAL DATA COLLECTION.—In accordance with the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et 
seq.) and subject to such terms and conditions as the Secretary may prescribe, the Secretary may authorize the 
installation and maintenance of hydrologic, meteorologic, or climatological collection devices in the wilderness 
areas designated by subsection (a)(1) if the Secretary determines that the facilities and access to the facilities are 
essential to flood warning, flood control, or water reservoir operation activities.

(9) WATER RIGHTS.—

 (A) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section— 

  (i) shall constitute or be construed to constitute either an express or implied reservation by the   
 United States of any water or water rights with respect to the land designated as wilderness by subsection (a) 
 (1);

  (ii) shall affect any water rights in the State existing on the date of enactment of this Act, including  
 any water rights held by the United States;

  (iii) shall be construed as establishing a precedent with regard to any future wilderness designations; 

  (iv) shall affect the interpretation of, or any designation made pursuant to, any other Act; or

  (v) shall be construed as limiting, altering, modifying, or amending any of the interstate compacts or  
 equitable apportionment decrees that apportion water among and between the State and other States.

(B) STATE WATER LAW.—The Secretary shall follow the procedural and substantive requirements of the law of 
the State in order to obtain and hold any water rights not in existence on the date of enactment of this Act with 
respect to the wilderness areas designated by subsection (a)(1).

(10) FISH AND WILDLIFE.—

 (A) JURISDICTION OF STATE.—Nothing in this section affects the jurisdiction of the State with respect to 
fish and wildlife on public land located in the State.

 (B) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY.—In furtherance of the purposes and principles of the Wilderness Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), the Secretary may carry out management activities to maintain or restore fish and wild-
life populations (including activities to maintain and restore fish and wildlife habitats to support the populations) 
in any wilderness area designated by subsection (a)(1) if the activities are—

  (i) consistent with applicable wilderness management plans; and

  (ii) carried out in accordance with— 

   (I) the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.); and

   (II) applicable guidelines and policies, including applicable policies described in Appendix B  
  of House Report 101–405.

(11) WILDLIFE WATER DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS.—Subject to paragraph (12), the Secretary may autho-
rize structures and facilities, including existing structures and facilities, for wildlife water development projects, 
including guzzlers, in the wilderness areas designated by subsection (a)(1) if—

 (A) the structures and facilities will, as determined by the Secretary, enhance wilderness values by promoting 
healthy, viable, and more naturally distributed wildlife populations; and

 (B) the visual impacts of the structures and facilities on the wilderness areas can reasonably be minimized.

(12) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.—Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall enter into a cooperative agreement with the State that specifies the terms and conditions under which wild-
life management activities in the wilderness areas designated by subsection (a)(1) may be carried out.
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  (i) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);

  (ii) this section; and

  (iii) any other applicable law (including regulations).

(2) USES.—The Secretary shall only allow uses of the National Conservation Area that the Secretary determines 
would further a purpose described in subsection (a).

(3) MOTORIZED VEHICLES.—Except in cases in which motorized vehicles are needed for administrative pur-
poses, or to respond to an emergency, the use of motorized vehicles in the National Conservation Area shall be 
permitted only on roads designated by the management plan for the use of motorized vehicles.

(4) GRAZING.—The grazing of livestock in the National Conservation Area, where established before the date of 
enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue—

 (A) subject to—

  (i) such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and

  (ii) applicable law; and

 (B) in a manner consistent with the purposes described in subsection (a).

(5) WILDLAND FIRE OPERATIONS.—Nothing in this section prohibits the Secretary, in cooperation with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies, as appropriate, from conducting wildland fire operations in the National 
Conservation Area, consistent with the purposes of this section.

(f) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED LAND AND INTERESTS.—Any land or interest in land that is located in 
the National Conservation Area that is acquired by the United States shall—

(1) become part of the National Conservation Area; and

(2) be managed in accordance with—

 (A) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);

 (B) this section; and

 (C) any other applicable law (including regulations).

(g) WITHDRAWAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing rights, all Federal land located in the National Conservation Area 
are withdrawn from—

 (A) all forms of entry, appropriation, and disposal under the public land laws;

 (B) location, entry, and patenting under the mining laws; and

 (C) operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.

(2) ADDITIONAL LAND.—If the Secretary acquires additional land that is located in the National Conservation 
Area after the date of enactment of this Act, the land is withdrawn from operation of the laws referred to in para-
graph (1) on the date of acquisition of the land.

(h) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section prohibits the authorization of the development of utilities within the National 
Conservation Area if the development is carried out in accordance with—

(1) each utility development protocol described in the habitat conservation plan; and

(2) any other applicable law (including regulations).

SEC. 1975. BEAVER DAM WASH NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section is to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of 
present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, 
and scientific resources of the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

SEC. 1974. RED CLIFFS NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.

(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section are—

(1) to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecologi-
cal, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National 
Conservation Area; and

(2) to protect each species that is—

 (A) located in the National Conservation Area; and

 (B) listed as a threatened or endangered species on the list of threatened species or the list of endangered spe-
cies published under section 4(c)(1) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533(c)(1)).

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN.—The term ‘‘habitat conservation plan’’ means the conservation plan 
entitled ‘‘Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan’’ and dated February 23, 1996.

(2) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘management plan’’ means the management plan for the National 
Conservation Area developed by the Secretary under subsection (d)(1).

(3) NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.—The term ‘‘National Conservation Area’’ means the Red Cliffs 
National Conservation Area that—

 (A) consists of approximately 44,725 acres of public land in the County, as generally depicted on the Red 
Cliffs National Conservation Area Map; and 

 (B) is established by subsection (c).

(4) PUBLIC USE PLAN.—The term ‘‘public use plan’’ means the use plan entitled ‘‘Red Cliffs Desert Reserve 
Public Use Plan’’ and dated June 12, 2000, as amended.

(5) RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘resource management plan’’ means the management plan 
entitled ‘‘St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan’’ and dated March 15, 1999, as amended.

(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to valid existing rights, there is established in the State the Red Cliffs National 
Conservation Area.

(d) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of this Act and in accordance with para-
graph (2), the Secretary shall develop a comprehensive plan for the long-term management of the National 
Conservation Area.

(2) CONSULTATION.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
consult with—

 (A) appropriate State, tribal, and local governmental entities; and

 (B) members of the public.

(3) INCORPORATION OF PLANS.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), to the 
extent consistent with this section, the Secretary may incorporate any provision of—

 (A) the habitat conservation plan;

 (B) the resource management plan; and

 (C) the public use plan.

(e) MANAGEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall manage the National Conservation Area—

 (A) in a manner that conserves, protects, and enhances the resources of the National Conservation Area; and

 (B) in accordance with— 
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(5) WILDLAND FIRE OPERATIONS.—Nothing in this section prohibits the Secretary, in cooperation with 
other Federal, State, and local agencies, as appropriate, from conducting wildland fire operations in the National 
Conservation Area, consistent with the purposes of this section.

(f) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED LAND AND INTERESTS.—Any land or interest in land that is located in 
the National Conservation Area that is acquired by the United States shall—

(1) become part of the National Conservation Area; and

(2) be managed in accordance with—

 (A) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);

 (B) this section; and

 (C) any other applicable law (including regulations).

(g) WITHDRAWAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing rights, all Federal land located in the National Conservation Area is 
withdrawn from—

 (A) all forms of entry, appropriation, and disposal under the public land laws;

 (B) location, entry, and patenting under the mining laws; and

 (C) operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.

(2) ADDITIONAL LAND.—If the Secretary acquires additional land that is located in the National Conservation 
Area after the date of enactment of this Act, the land is withdrawn from operation of the laws referred to in para-
graph (1) on the date of acquisition of the land.

SEC. 1976. ZION NATIONAL PARK WILD AND SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION.

(a) DESIGNATION.—Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) (as amended by section 
1852) is amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(204) ZION NATIONAL PARK, UTAH.—The approximately 165.5 miles of segments of the Virgin River and tribu-
taries of the Virgin River across Federal land within and adjacent to Zion National Park, as generally depicted on the 
map entitled ‘Wild and Scenic River Segments Zion National Park and Bureau of Land Management’ and dated April 
2008, to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior in the following classifications:

 ‘‘(A) TAYLOR CREEK.—The 4.5-mile segment from the junction of the north, middle, and south forks of 
Taylor Creek, west to the park boundary and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a scenic river.

 ‘‘(B) NORTH FORK OF TAYLOR CREEK.—The segment from the head of North Fork to the junction with 
Taylor Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(C) MIDDLE FORK OF TAYLOR CREEK.—The segment from the head of Middle Fork on Bureau of Land 
Management land to the junction with Taylor Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(D) SOUTH FORK OF TAYLOR CREEK.—The segment from the head of South Fork to the junction with 
Taylor Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(E) TIMBER CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES.—The 3.1-mile segment from the head of Timber Creek and 
tributaries of Timber Creek to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(F) LAVERKIN CREEK.—The 16.1-mile segment beginning in T. 38 S., R. 11 W., sec. 21, on Bureau of Land 
Management land, southwest through Zion National Park, and ending at the south end of T. 40 S., R. 12 W., sec. 
7, and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(G) WILLIS CREEK.—The 1.9-mile segment beginning on Bureau of Land Management land in the SWSW 
sec. 27, T. 38 S., R. 11 W., to the junction with LaVerkin Creek in Zion National Park and adjacent land rim-to-
rim, as a wild river.

(1) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘management plan’’ means the management plan for the National 
Conservation Area developed by the Secretary under subsection (d)(1).

(2) NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA.—The term ‘‘National Conservation Area’’ means the Beaver Dam 
Wash National Conservation Area that—

(A) consists of approximately 68,083 acres of public land in the County, as generally depicted on the Beaver Dam 
Wash National Conservation Area Map; and 

(B) is established by subsection (c).

(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to valid existing rights, there is established in the State the Beaver Dam Wash 
National Conservation Area.

(d) MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of this Act and in accordance with para-
graph (2), the Secretary shall develop a comprehensive plan for the long-term management of the National 
Conservation Area.

(2) CONSULTATION.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
consult with—

 (A) appropriate State, tribal, and local governmental entities; and

 (B) members of the public.

(3) MOTORIZED VEHICLES.—In developing the management plan required under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall incorporate the restrictions on motorized vehicles described in subsection (e)(3).

(e) MANAGEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall manage the National Conservation Area—

 (A) in a manner that conserves, protects, and enhances the resources of the National Conservation Area; and

 (B) in accordance with—

  (i) the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.);

  (ii) this section; and

  (iii) any other applicable law (including regulations).

(2) USES.—The Secretary shall only allow uses of the National Conservation Area that the Secretary determines 
would further the purpose described in subsection (a).

(3) MOTORIZED VEHICLES.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—Except in cases in which motorized vehicles are needed for administrative purposes, or 
to respond to an emergency, the use of motorized vehicles in the National Conservation Area shall be permitted 
only on roads designated by the management plan for the use of motorized vehicles.

 (B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT RELATING TO CERTAIN AREAS LOCATED IN THE NATIONAL 
CONSERVATION AREA.— In addition to the requirement described in subparagraph (A), with respect to the 
areas designated on the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area Map as ‘‘Designated Road Areas’’, motor-
ized vehicles shall be permitted only on the roads identified on such map.

(4) GRAZING.—The grazing of livestock in the National Conservation Area, where established before the date of 
enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue—

 (A) subject to—

  (i) such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and

  (ii) applicable law (including regulations); and

 (B) in a manner consistent with the purpose described in subsection (a).
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 ‘‘(AA) ORDERVILLE CANYON.—The segment from the eastern boundary of Zion National Park to the 
junction with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(BB) MYSTERY CANYON.—The segment from the head of Mystery Canyon to the junction with the North 
Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(CC) ECHO CANYON.—The segment from the eastern boundary of Zion National Park to the junction 
with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(DD) BEHUNIN CANYON.—The segment from the head of Behunin Canyon to the junction with the 
North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(EE) HEAPS CANYON.—The segment from the head of Heaps Canyon to the junction with the North Fork 
of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(FF) BIRCH CREEK.—The segment from the head of Birch Creek to the junction with the North Fork of 
the Virgin River and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(GG) OAK CREEK.—The segment of Oak Creek from the head of Oak Creek to where the forks join and 
adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(HH) OAK CREEK.—The 1-mile segment of Oak Creek from the point at which the 2 forks of Oak Creek 
join to the junction with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a recreational 
river.

 ‘‘(II) CLEAR CREEK.—The 6.4-mile segment of Clear Creek from the eastern boundary of Zion National 
Park to the junction with Pine Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a recreational river.

 ‘‘(JJ) PINE CREEK .—The 2-mile segment of Pine Creek from the head of Pine Creek to the junction with 
Clear Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(KK) PINE CREEK.—The 3-mile segment of Pine Creek from the junction with Clear Creek to the junction 
with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a recreational river.

 ‘‘(LL) EAST FORK OF THE VIRGIN RIVER.—The 8-mile segment of the East Fork of the Virgin River 
from the eastern boundary of Zion National Park through Parunuweap Canyon to the western boundary of Zion 
National Park and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(MM) SHUNES CREEK.—The 3-mile segment of Shunes Creek from the dry waterfall on land adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management through Zion National Park to the western boundary of Zion National 
Park and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide as a wild river.’’.

(b) INCORPORATION OF ACQUIRED NON-FEDERAL LAND.—If the United States acquires any non-Federal 
land within or adjacent to Zion National Park that includes a river segment that is contiguous to a river segment of 
the Virgin River designated as a wild, scenic, or recreational river by paragraph (204) of section 3(a) of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) (as added by subsection (a)), the acquired river segment shall be incorporated 
in, and be administered as part of, the applicable wild, scenic, or recreational river.

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—The amendment made by subsection (a) does not affect the agreement among the United 
States, the State, the Washington County Water Conservancy District, and the Kane County Water Conservancy 
District entitled ‘‘Zion National Park Water Rights Settlement Agreement’’ and dated December 4, 1996.

SEC. 1977. WASHINGTON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION 
MANAGEMENT PLAN.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of the Interior.

(2) SECRETARY CONCERNED.—The term ‘‘Secretary concerned’’ means—

 (A) with respect to land managed by the Bureau of Land Management, the Secretary; and

 (B) with respect to land managed by the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture.

 ‘‘(H) BEARTRAP CANYON.—The 2.3-mile segment beginning on Bureau of Management land in the 
SWNW sec. 3, T. 39 S., R. 11 W., to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and the segment from the headwaters north 
of Long Point to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(I) HOP VALLEY CREEK.—The 3.3-mile segment beginning at the southern boundary of T. 39 S., R. 11 W., 
sec. 20, to the junction with LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(J) CURRENT CREEK.—The 1.4-mile segment from the head of Current Creek to the junction with 
LaVerkin Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(K) CANE CREEK.—The 0.6-mile segment from the head of Smith Creek to the junction with LaVerkin 
Creek and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(L) SMITH CREEK.—The 1.3-mile segment from the head of Smith Creek to the junction with LaVerkin 
Creek and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(M) NORTH CREEK LEFT AND RIGHT FORKS.—The segment of the Left Fork from the junction with 
Wildcat Canyon to the junction with Right Fork, from the head of Right Fork to the junction with Left Fork, and 
from the junction of the Left and Right Forks southwest to Zion National Park boundary and adjacent land rim-
to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(N) WILDCAT CANYON (BLUE CREEK).—The segment of Blue Creek from the Zion National Park 
boundary to the junction with the Right Fork of North Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(O) LITTLE CREEK.—The segment beginning at the head of Little Creek to the junction with the Left Fork 
of North Creek and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a wildriver.

 ‘‘(P) RUSSELL GULCH.—The segment from the head of Russell Gulch to the junction with the Left Fork of 
North Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(Q) GRAPEVINE WASH.—The 2.6-mile segment from the Lower Kolob Plateau to the junction with the 
Left Fork of North Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a scenic river.

 ‘‘(R) PINE SPRING WASH.—The 4.6-mile segment to the junction with the left fork of North Creek and 
adjacent land 1⁄2-mile, as a scenic river.

 ‘‘(S) WOLF SPRINGS WASH.—The 1.4-mile segment from the head of Wolf Springs Wash to the junction 
with Pine Spring Wash and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a scenic river.

 ‘‘(T) KOLOB CREEK.—The 5.9-mile segment of Kolob Creek beginning in T. 39 S., R. 10 W., sec. 30, through 
Bureau of Land Management land and Zion National Park land to the junction with the North Fork of the Virgin 
River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(U) OAK CREEK.—The 1-mile stretch of Oak Creek beginning in T. 39 S., R. 10 W., sec. 19, to the junction 
with Kolob Creek and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(V) GOOSE CREEK.—The 4.6-mile segment of Goose Creek from the head of Goose Creek to the junction 
with the North Fork of the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(W) DEEP CREEK.—The 5.3-mile segment of Deep Creek beginning on Bureau of Land Management land 
at the northern boundary of T. 39 S., R. 10 W., sec. 23, south to the junction of the North Fork of the Virgin River 
and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(X) NORTH FORK OF THE VIRGIN RIVER.—The 10.8-mile segment of the North Fork of the Virgin 
River beginning on Bureau of Land Management land at the eastern border of T. 39 S., R. 10 W., sec. 35, to 
Temple of Sinawava and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.

 ‘‘(Y) NORTH FORK OF THE VIRGIN RIVER.—The 8-mile segment of the North Fork of the Virgin River 
from Temple of Sinawava south to the Zion National Park boundary and adjacent land 1⁄2-mile wide, as a recre-
ational river.

 ‘‘(Z) IMLAY CANYON.—The segment from the head of Imlay Creek to the junction with the North Fork of 
the Virgin River and adjacent land rim-to-rim, as a wild river.
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 (D) MAP.—A map that depicts the trail shall be on file and available for public inspection in the appropriate 
offices of—

  (i) the Bureau of Land Management; and

  (ii) the Forest Service.

(2) MANAGEMENT.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary concerned shall manage the trail—

  (i) in accordance with applicable laws (including regulations);

  (ii) to ensure the safety of citizens who use the trail; and

  (iii) in a manner by which to minimize any damage to sensitive habitat or cultural resources.

 (B) MONITORING; EVALUATION.—To minimize the impacts of the use of the trail on environmental and 
cultural resources, the Secretary concerned shall—

  (i) annually assess the effects of the use of off-highway vehicles on—

   (I) the trail; and

   (II) land located in proximity to the trail; and

  (ii) in consultation with the Utah Department of Natural Resources, annually assess the effects of the  
 use of the trail on wildlife and wildlife habitat.

 (C) CLOSURE.—The Secretary concerned, in consultation with the State and the County, and subject to 
subparagraph (D), may temporarily close or permanently reroute a portion of the trail if the Secretary concerned 
determines that—

  (i) the trail is having an adverse impact on—

   (I) wildlife habitats;

   (II) natural resources;

   (III) cultural resources; or

   (IV) traditional uses;

  (ii) the trail threatens public safety; or

  (iii) closure of the trail is necessary—

   (I) to repair damage to the trail; or

   (II) to repair resource damage.

 (D) REROUTING.—Any portion of the trail that is temporarily closed by the Secretary concerned under 
subparagraph (C) may be permanently rerouted along any road or trail—

  (i) that is—

   (I) in existence as of the date of the closure of the portion of the trail;

   (II) located on public land; and

   (III) open to motorized use; and

  (ii) if the Secretary concerned determines that rerouting the portion of the trail would not signifi  
 cantly increase or decrease the length of the trail.

 (E) NOTICE OF AVAILABLE ROUTES.—The Secretary, in coordination with the Secretary of Agriculture, 
shall ensure that visitors to the trail have access to adequate notice relating to the availability of trail routes 
through—

  (i) the placement of appropriate signage along the trail; and

(3) TRAIL.—The term ‘‘trail’’ means the High Desert Off- Highway Vehicle Trail designated under subsection  
(c)(1)(A).

(4) TRAVEL MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The term ‘‘travel management plan’’ means the comprehensive travel and 
transportation management plan developed under subsection (b)(1).

(b) COMPREHENSIVE TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of this Act, in accordance with the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and other applicable laws (including regula-
tions), the Secretary, in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies and State, tribal, and local governmental 
entities, and after an opportunity for public comment, shall develop a comprehensive travel management plan for 
the land managed by the Bureau of Land Management in the County—

 (A) to provide to the public a clearly marked network of roads and trails with signs and maps to promote—

  (i) public safety and awareness; and

  (ii) enhanced recreation and general access opportunities;

 (B) to help reduce in the County growing conflicts arising from interactions between—

  (i) motorized recreation; and

  (ii) the important resource values of public land;

 (C) to promote citizen-based opportunities for—

  (i) the monitoring and stewardship of the trail; and

  (ii) trail system management; and

 (D) to support law enforcement officials in promoting—

  (i) compliance with off-highway vehicle laws (including regulations); and

  (ii) effective deterrents of abuses of public land.

(2) SCOPE; CONTENTS.—In developing the travel management plan, the Secretary shall—

 (A) in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local governmental entities (including 
the County and St. George City, Utah), and the public, identify 1 or more alternatives for a northern transporta-
tion route in the County;

 (B) ensure that the travel management plan contains a map that depicts the trail; and

 (C) designate a system of areas, roads, and trails for mechanical and motorized use.

(c) DESIGNATION OF TRAIL.—

(1) DESIGNATION.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—As a component of the travel management plan, and in accordance with subparagraph  
 (B), the Secretary, in coordination with the Secretary of Agriculture, and after an opportunity for public com-
ment, shall designate a trail (which may include a system of trails)—

  (i) for use by off-highway vehicles; and

  (ii) to be known as the ‘‘High Desert Off-Highway Vehicle Trail’’.

 (B) REQUIREMENTS.—In designating the trail, the Secretary shall only include trails that are—

  (i) as of the date of enactment of this Act, authorized for use by off-highway vehicles; and

  (ii) located on land that is managed by the Bureau of Land Management in the County.

 (C) NATIONAL FOREST LAND.—The Secretary of Agriculture, in coordination with the Secretary and in 
accordance with applicable law, may designate a portion of the trail on National Forest System land within the 
County.
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(4) WASHINGTON COUNTY JAIL.—The approximately 80-acre parcel as generally depicted on the Washington 
County Growth and Conservation Act Map as ‘‘Parcel E’’, to Washington County, Utah, for expansion of the 
Purgatory Correctional Facility.

(5) HURRICANE EQUESTRIAN PARK.—The approximately 40-acre parcel as generally depicted on the 
Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as ‘‘Parcel F’’, to the City of Hurricane, Utah, for use as a 
public equestrian park.

(b) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS.—As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall finalize legal descriptions of the parcels to be conveyed under this section. The Secretary may cor-
rect any minor errors in the map referenced in subsection (a) or in the applicable legal descriptions. The map and 
legal descriptions shall be on file and available for public inspection in the appropriate offices of the Bureau of Land 
Management.

(c) REVERSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If any parcel conveyed under this section ceases to be used for the public purpose for which 
the parcel was conveyed, as described in subsection (a), the land shall, at the discretion of the Secretary based on 
his determination of the best interests of the United States, revert to the United States.

(2) RESPONSIBILITY OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY.—If the Secretary determines pursuant to para-
graph (1) that the land should revert to the United States, and if the Secretary determines that the land is contam-
inated with hazardous waste, the local governmental entity to which the land was conveyed shall be responsible 
for remediation of the contamination.

SEC. 1981. CONVEYANCE OF DIXIE NATIONAL FOREST LAND.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) COVERED FEDERAL LAND.—The term ‘‘covered Federal land’’ means the approximately 66.07 acres of land 
in the Dixie National Forest in the State, as depicted on the map.

(2) LANDOWNER.—The term ‘‘landowner’’ means Kirk R. Harrison, who owns land in Pinto Valley, Utah.

(3) MAP.—The term ‘‘map’’ means the map entitled ‘‘Conveyance of Dixie National Forest Land’’ and dated 
December 18, 2008.

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of Agriculture.

(b) CONVEYANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may convey to the landowner all right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to any of the covered Federal land (including any improvements or appurtenances to the covered Federal 
land) by sale or exchange.

(2) LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—The exact acreage and legal description of the covered Federal land to be conveyed 
under paragraph (1) shall be determined by surveys satisfactory to the Secretary.

(3) CONSIDERATION.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—As consideration for any conveyance by sale under paragraph (1), the landowner shall 
pay to the Secretary an amount equal to the fair market value of any Federal land conveyed, as determined under 
subparagraph (B).

 (B) APPRAISAL.—The fair market value of any Federal land that is conveyed under paragraph (1) shall be 
determined by an appraisal acceptable to the Secretary that is performed in accordance with—

  (i) the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions;

  (ii) the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice; and (iii) any other applicable law (in  
 cluding regulations).

(4) DISPOSITION AND USE OF PROCEEDS.—

  (ii) the distribution of maps, safety education materials, and other information that the Secretary 
concerned determines to be appropriate.

(3) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section affects the ownership, management, or other rights relating to any non-
Federal land (including any interest in any non-Federal land).

SEC. 1978. LAND DISPOSAL AND ACQUISITION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with applicable law, the Secretary of the Interior may sell public land located within 
Washington County, Utah, that, as of July 25, 2000, has been identified for disposal in appropriate resource manage-
ment plans.

(b) USE OF PROCEEDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other provision of law (other than a law that specifically provides for 
a portion of the proceeds of a land sale to be distributed to any trust fund of the State), proceeds from the sale 
of public land under subsection (a) shall be deposited in a separate account in the Treasury to be known as the 
‘‘Washington County, Utah Land Acquisition Account’’.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—

 (A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts in the account shall be available to the Secretary, without further appro-
priation, to purchase from willing sellers lands or interests in land within the wilderness areas and National 
Conservation Areas established by this subtitle.

 (B) APPLICABILITY.—Any purchase of land or interest in land under subparagraph (A) shall be in accor-
dance with applicable law.

SEC. 1979. MANAGEMENT OF PRIORITY BIOLOGICAL AREAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with applicable Federal laws (including regulations), the Secretary of the Interior 
shall—

(1) identify areas located in the County where biological conservation is a priority; and

(2) undertake activities to conserve and restore plant and animal species and natural communities within such 
areas.

(b) GRANTS; COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—In carrying out subsection (a), the Secretary of the Interior may 
make grants to, or enter into cooperative agreements with, State, tribal, and local governmental entities and private 
entities to conduct research, develop scientific analyses, and carry out any other initiative relating to the restoration or 
conservation of the areas.

SEC. 1980. PUBLIC PURPOSE CONVEYANCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the land use planning requirements of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712, 1713), upon the request of the appropriate local governmental 
entity, as described below, the Secretary shall convey the following parcels of public land without consideration, sub-
ject to the provisions of this section:

(1) TEMPLE QUARRY.—The approximately 122-acre parcel known as ‘‘Temple Quarry’’ as generally depicted 
on the Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as ‘‘Parcel B’’, to the City of St. George, Utah, for 
open space and public recreation purposes.

(2) HURRICANE CITY SPORTS PARK.—The approximately 41-acre parcel as generally depicted on the 
Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as ‘‘Parcel C’’, to the City of Hurricane, Utah, for public 
recreation purposes and public administrative offices.

(3) WASHINGTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT.—The approximately 70-acre parcel as generally depicted 
on the Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map as ‘‘Parcel D’’, to the Washington County Public 
School District for use for public school and related educational and administrative purposes.
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(4) LAND TO BE MADE A PART OF THE RESERVATION.—Land taken into trust pursuant to this section 
shall be considered to be part of the reservation of the Tribe.

SEC. 1983. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as are necessary to carry out this subtitle.

 (A) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS.—The Secretary shall deposit the proceeds of any sale of land under 
paragraph (1) in the fund established under Public Law 90–171 (commonly known as the ‘‘Sisk Act’’) (16 U.S.C. 
484a).

 (B) USE OF PROCEEDS.—Amounts deposited under subparagraph (A) shall be available to the Secretary, 
without further appropriation and until expended, for the acquisition of real property or interests in real property 
for inclusion in the Dixie National Forest in the State.

(5) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may require any additional terms and con-
ditions for any conveyance under paragraph (1) that the Secretary determines to be appropriate to protect the 
interests of the United States.

SEC. 1982. TRANSFER OF LAND INTO TRUST FOR SHIVWITS BAND OF PAIUTE INDIANS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) PARCEL A.—The term ‘‘Parcel A’’ means the parcel that consists of approximately 640 acres of land that is—

 (A) managed by the Bureau of Land Management;

 (B) located in Washington County, Utah; and

 (C) depicted on the map entitled ‘‘Washington County Growth and Conservation Act Map’’.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of the Interior.

(3) TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Tribe’’ means the Shivwits Band of Paiute Indians of the State of Utah.

(b) PARCEL TO BE HELD IN TRUST.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—At the request of the Tribe, the Secretary shall take into trust for the benefit of the Tribe all 
right, title, and interest of the United States in and to Parcel A.

(2) SURVEY; LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—

 (A) SURVEY.—Not later than 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary, acting through 
the Director of the Bureau of Land Management, shall complete a survey of Parcel A to establish the boundary of 
Parcel A.

 (B) LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PARCEL A.—

  (i) IN GENERAL.—Upon the completion of the survey under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall  
 publish in the Federal Register a legal description of—

   (I) the boundary line of Parcel A; and

   (II) Parcel A.

  (ii) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Before the date of publication of the legal descriptions un  
 der clause (i), the Secretary may make minor corrections to correct technical and clerical errors in the legal  
 descriptions.

  (iii) EFFECT.—Effective beginning on the date of publication of the legal descriptions under clause  
 (i), the legal descriptions shall be considered to be the official legal descriptions of Parcel A.

(3) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section—

 (A) affects any valid right in existence on the date of enactment of this Act;

 (B) enlarges, impairs, or otherwise affects any right or claim of the Tribe to any land or interest in land other 
than to Parcel A that is—

  (i) based on an aboriginal or Indian title; and

  (ii) in existence as of the date of enactment of this Act; or

(C) constitutes an express or implied reservation of water or a water right with respect to Parcel A.
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Planning Criteria
Planning criteria are the standards, rules, and guidelines that help to guide data collection and alternative formula-
tion and selection in the development of new RMPs for the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCAs, and the focused 
Amendment to the St. George Field Office RMP. In conjunction with the planning issues, planning criteria ensure 
that the planning process is focused. The criteria also help guide the final plan selection and provide a basis for judg-
ing the responsiveness of the planning options. 

The preliminary planning criteria were included in the Notice of Intent (Federal Register, May 10, 2010, Vol 75, No. 
89, pages 25876-25877), with an invitation for the public to comment on those criteria. 

Planning criteria for the NCA RMPs include the following:
 ▶ The RMPs for Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs National Conservation Areas must ensure the BLM conserves, 
protects, and enhances those resources and resource uses identified as NCA purposes in OPLMA.
 ▶ The RMPs will recognize valid existing rights.
 ▶ No land use plan decisions will be made relative to lands administered by other entities and decisions made 
within the RMPs will not apply to private lands. 
 ▶ The RMPs will be completed in compliance with OPLMA, Subtitle O, Section 1974 and 1975; FLPMA; NEPA; 
and all other applicable laws, regulations, Executive Orders, policies, and guidelines (including environmental 
laws and Executive Orders listed as supplemental authorities in Appendix 1 of H-1790–1). 
 ▶ To the extent possible, decisions in the RMPs will be compatible with the existing plans and policies of adjacent 
local, Tribal, State, and Federal entities, as long as the decisions conform to Federal laws and regulations that 
direct resource management on BLM lands.
 ▶ Native American Tribal consultations will be conducted in accordance with BLM policy and Tribal concerns will 
be given consideration.
 ▶ Specific planning decisions will be established in the RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA to protect, enhance, 
and interpret the values associated with the Congressionally-designated Old Spanish National Historic Trail. 
Decisions will be in conformance with the National Trails System Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, 
and consistent with policy identified in BLM Manual 6280.
 ▶ The Joshua Tree National Natural Landmark within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA will continue to be a valid 
administrative designation and will be carried forward in all alternatives for management of Beaver Dam Wash 
NCA.
 ▶ New wild and scenic river proposals will not be evaluated or analyzed in the NCA RMPs. 
 ▶ Decisions in existing BLM land use and implementation-level plans, and other plans identified in OPLMA, 
Subtitle O, Section 1974 and 1975 for Red Cliffs NCA, will be considered during the process of developing the 
new RMP. Where existing decisions remain valid and responsive to the purposes of the designation, they may be 
carried forward.
 ▶ The RMPs will incorporate the Utah Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing 
Management (1997) and will lay out a strategy for ensuring that proper grazing practices are followed, where 
applicable. Grazing will be managed to maintain or improve the health of the BLM lands to enhance resource 
conditions. 
 ▶ The RMPs will address management of livestock grazing permits, in accordance with OPLMA, other applicable 
laws, rules, regulations, policies, and guidelines. 
 ▶ The RMPs will provide management direction for wildlife habitat on BLM-administered public lands while rec-
ognizing the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources’ responsibility to manage wildlife populations. The BLM will 
consult with UDWR in establishing policy for the purposes of ensuring public safety and land health, as well as 
public use and enjoyment.
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 ▶ Lands within the two NCAs will be inventoried for visual resource and assigned a Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) class ranging from Class I to Class IV. These VRM classes will serve as guidance to ensure that future 
management activities are designed to meet the assigned classes. 
 ▶ Area designations (open, closed, or limited use) for motorized recreation will be consistent with the 
Congressionally-mandated Uses of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA (OPLMA, Section 1975 9(e) (1) and (3) related 
to motorized vehicles and the BLM Travel and Transportation Management guidance.
 ▶ Planning and management direction will be focused on the relative values of resources as guided by OPLMA 
and not the combination of uses that will give the greatest economic return or economic output. 
 ▶ The BLM will use best available scientific information, research, technologies, and results of inventory, monitor-
ing, and coordination to determine appropriate local and regional management strategies that will enhance or 
restore impaired systems.
 ▶ The planning process will include an analysis of the potential impacts associated with the proposed management 
alternatives, and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be completed alongside the development of the 
RMP (43 CFR 1610 and 40 CFR 1500). 
 ▶ Public participation will be encouraged throughout the process. The BLM will collaborate and build relation-
ships with tribes, State and local governments, Federal agencies, local stakeholders, and others in the commu-
nity. Collaborators are regularly informed and offered timely and meaningful opportunities to participate in the 
planning process.

Planning Criteria for the Amendment to the St. George Field Office RMP
 ▶ The Amendment will comply with Congressional mandate from OPLMA, Subtitle O, Section 1974 and 1975 
to identify areas in Washington County where biological conservation is a priority and undertake activities to 
conserve and restore plant and animal species and natural communities within such areas. The planning effort 
will evaluate the need for Special Designation Areas or other management determinations and will provide an 
opportunity for the submission of nominations for additional ACECs and reevaluation of existing ACEC desig-
nations related to biological conservation. 
 ▶ Area designations (open, closed, or limited use) for motorized recreation will be consistent with the BLM Travel 
and Transportation Management guidance. The designated OHV ‘‘open’’ area of the Sand Mountain Special 
Recreation Management Area will remain open under all alternatives of the plan amendment, consistent with 
the agreement for joint management by the State of Utah’s Sand Hollow Reservoir State Park.
 ▶ The BLM will use best available scientific information, research, technologies, and results of inventory, monitor-
ing, and coordination to determine appropriate local and regional management strategies that will enhance or 
restore impaired systems.

APPENDIX C

APPENDIX C
Laws, Regulations, and Policy
In addition to the Omnibus Act and all applicable laws, rules, regulations, policies, and guidelines, the following spe-
cifically guide management on Federal lands and will guide and influence the development of management actions 
through the RMP process (note that this is not an all-inclusive list).

 ▶ The American Indian Religious Freedom Act (1978) (Pub. L. 95-341) - This Act requires Federal land manag-
ers to include consultation with traditional Native American or Alaska Native religious leaders in their land and 
resource management plans.
 ▶ The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (1979) as amended (16 U.S.C.470a, 470cc and 470ee) - This Act 
requires permits for the excavation or removal of federally administered archeological resources, encourages 
increased cooperation among Federal agencies and private individuals, and provides stringent criminal and civil 
penalties for violations. It also requires Federal agencies to identify important resources vulnerable to looting, 
and to develop a tracking system for violations.
 ▶ The Bald Eagle Protection Act (1940) (16 U.S.C.668-668d, 54 Stat. 250) - This Act prohibits the taking or posses-
sion of, and commerce in, bald and golden eagles, with limited exceptions.
 ▶ BLM Manual 4180 and Manual H-4180-1 (Land Health and Rangeland Health Standards) - The purpose of 
this Manual and Handbook is to set forth the authorities, roles and responsibilities, and policies for developing 
and implementing land health standards on the National System of Public Lands in order to ensure sustainable 
public land health. Land health standards describe the minimum requirements for land health and are used to 
develop objectives in land use plans (H-16011).
 ▶ BLM Manual 1601 and Handbook H-1601-1 (Land Use Planning) - The purpose of this Manual and Handbook 
is to provide further guidance to BLM personnel on the requirements of Sec. 201 and 202 of the FLPMA, the 
BLM’s Planning Regulations (43 CFR 1600), and the NEPA. This Manual is designed to help ensure that the 
public lands are managed in accordance with FLPMA (43 U.S.C.1701 et seq.) and other applicable laws, rules, 
regulations, policies, and guidelines, under the principles of multiple use and sustained yield; in a manner that 
recognizes the Nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber; and in a manner that will 
protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water, and 
archaeological values.
 ▶ BLM Manual 1790 and Handbook H-1790-1 (NEPA Handbook) - The purpose of this Manual and Handbook 
are to help BLM personnel comply with the NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA 
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508).
 ▶ BLM Manual 6100 (National Landscape Conservation System Management) - This manual provides general 
policy to the BLM on managing public lands in the National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS), which 
includes National Monuments, National Conservation Areas, Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas, Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, and National Scenic and Historic Trails.
 ▶ BLM Manual 6220 (National Monuments, National Conservation Areas, and Similar Designations) - This 
manual provides guidance to BLM personnel on managing and planning for BLM-administered National 
Monuments, National Conservation Areas, and similar designations.
 ▶ BLM Manual 6320 (Considering Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the BLM Land Use Planning Process) 
- This Manual establishes guidance to the BLM regarding planning for areas that have inventoried wilderness 
characteristics. This does not apply to lands already designated as Wilderness by Congress or to Wilderness 
Study Areas.
 ▶ BLM Manual 6280 (Management of National Scenic and Historic Trails Under Study or Recommended as 
Suitable for Congressional Designation) - This Manual provide guidance on the management of National 
Scenic and Historic Trails. Within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, this pertains to management of the Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail.
 ▶ BLM Manual 6340 (Management of Designated Wilderness Areas) - This Manual provides the BLM policy and 
program direction for the management of wilderness areas under the authority of the 1964 Wilderness Act.



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 241240

APPENDIX C APPENDIX C

 ▶ BLM Manual 6840 (Special Status Species Management) - The purpose of this Manual is to provide policy and 
guidance for the conservation of BLM special status species and the ecosystems upon which they depend on 
BLM-administered lands. BLM special status species are: (1) species listed or proposed for listing under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), and (2) species requiring special management consideration to promote their 
conservation and reduce the likelihood and need for future listing under the ESA, which are designated as 
Bureau sensitive by the State Director(s). All Federal candidate species, proposed species, and delisted species in 
the 5 years following delisting will be conserved as Bureau sensitive species.
 ▶ BLM Manual 8100 (The Foundations for Managing Cultural Resources) - This Manual Section is intended as a 
reference source to provide BLM managers with basic information and general summary guidance for managing 
cultural resources.
 ▶ BLM Manual 8120 (Tribal Consultation Under Cultural Resources) - This Manual provides basic policy di-
rection on the BLM's consultation responsibilities under cultural resource-related laws and executive orders, 
regarding cultural, historical, and religious concerns of American Indians and Alaska Natives ("Tribes"). Its 
purpose is to clarify legal relationships between the BLM and Tribes relative to such concerns.
 ▶ BLM Manual 8140 (Protecting Cultural Resources) - This Manual provides general guidance for protecting cul-
tural resources from natural or human-caused deterioration; for making decisions about recovering significant 
cultural resource data when it is impossible or impractical to maintain cultural resources in a non-deteriorating 
condition; for protecting cultural resources from inadvertent adverse effects associated with BLM land use deci-
sions, pursuant to the NHPA, the NEPA, EO 11593, and the national Programmatic Agreement; and for control-
ling unauthorized uses of cultural resources.
 ▶ BLM Manual 8561 (Wilderness Management Plans) - This Manual provides policy direction on writing wilder-
ness management plans for wilderness areas.
 ▶ The Carlson-Foley Act (1968) (42 U.S.C.1241-1243) - This Act provides for the control of noxious plants on 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Federal Government by permitting the appropriate State agency to enter such 
lands to destroy noxious plants.
 ▶ The Clean Air Act (1990) (42 U.S.C.7401, 7642) - The United States Congress passed the Clean Air Act in 1963, 
the Air Quality Act in 1967, the Clean Air Act Extension of 1970, and Clean Air Act Amendments in 1977 and 
1990. The 1963 Clean Air Act relies on States to issue and enforce regulations regarding air pollution. Congress 
amended the Clean Air Act in 1970 and established the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set and en-
force national standards for air pollution. In 1990, the EPA was authorized to set National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), which establish acceptable concentrations of six criteria pollutants: ozone (O3), carbon 
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and particulate matter (PM2.5).
 ▶ The Clean Water Act (1987) (33 U.S.C.1251) as amended - This Act establishes objectives to restore and main-
tain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s water. The Act also requires permits for 
point-source discharges to navigable waters of the United States. It provides for the protection of wetlands, and 
includes monitoring and research provisions for protection of ambient water quality. As authorized by the Clean 
Water Act, the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit program controls water pollution by 
regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States.
 ▶ The Endangered Species Act (1973) as amended (16 U.S.C.1531 et seq.) - This Act directs Federal agencies to 
ensure that their actions do not jeopardize threatened and endangered species, and that through their authority 
they help bring about the recovery of such species.
 ▶ Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment - This EO directs Federal 
agencies to locate, inventory, nominate, and protect federally owned cultural resources eligible for the NRHP, 
and to ensure that their plans and programs contribute to the preservation and enhancement of non-federally 
owned resources.
 ▶ Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management - This EO provides for the restoration and preservation of na-
tional and beneficial floodplain values, and for the enhancement of the natural and beneficial values of wetlands 
in carrying out programs affecting land use.

 ▶ Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice - This EO requires that Federal agencies address the environmen-
tal justice of their actions on minority populations and on low-income populations.
 ▶ Executive Order (EO) 13112, Invasive Species - This EO directs Federal agencies to prevent the introduction of 
invasive species and to provide for control of invasive vegetation. It also directs Federal agencies to minimize the 
economic, ecological, and human health impacts resulting from invasive vegetation on public lands.
 ▶ Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments - This EO directs 
Federal agencies to respect tribal self-government and sovereignty, tribal rights, and tribal responsibilities when-
ever they formulate policies that may “significantly or uniquely affect Indian tribal governments.”
 ▶ Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds - This EO requires that 
Federal agencies that have, or are likely to have, a measurable adverse impact on migratory bird populations 
develop a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the USFWS that shall promote the conservation of 
migratory bird populations.
 ▶ Executive Order 13307, Indian Sacred Sites - This EO directs Federal agencies that manage Federal lands to 1) 
accommodate access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and 2) avoid 
adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites.
 ▶ Executive Order 13443, Facilitation of Hunting Heritage and Wildlife Conservation - This EO directs the 
Department of the Interior and its component agencies, bureaus and offices “to facilitate the expansion and en-
hancement of hunting opportunities and the management of game species and their habitat.”
 ▶ The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (1976) as amended (43 U.S.C.1701 et seq.) - This Act established 
the land management authority of the BLM, and provides guidance for how public lands and related resource 
values are to be managed by the BLM. The BLM manages public lands based upon the principles of multiple use 
and sustained yield. It requires that the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and 
atmospheric, water resource, and archaeological values be protected. Section 202(a) requires the development 
and maintenance, and, as appropriate, the revision of land use plans.
 ▶ The Federal Noxious Weed Act (1974) as amended by Sec. 15, Management of Undesirable Plants on Federal 
Lands (1990) (7 U.S.C.2814) - This Act requires that each Federal agency designate a lead office and person 
trained in the management of undesirable plants, establish and fund an undesirable plant management program, 
complete and implement cooperative agreements with State agencies, and establish integrated management 
systems in order to control undesirable plant species.
 ▶ The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (1980) as amended (16 U.S.C.2901-2911) – This Act (commonly known 
as the Non-game Act) encourages States to develop conservation plans for non-game fish and wildlife of ecologi-
cal, educational, aesthetic, cultural, recreational, economic, or scientific value. The States may be reimbursed for 
a percentage of the costs of developing, revising, or implementing conservation plans approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior. Amendments adopted in 1988 and 1989 also direct the Secretary to undertake certain activities 
to research and conserve migratory non-game birds.
 ▶ The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (1958) (16 U.S.C.661-666) - This Act provides that, whenever the waters 
or channel of a body of water are modified by a department or agency of the United States, the department or 
agency will first consult with the USFWS, as well as with the head of the agency exercising administration over 
the wildlife resources of the State where construction will occur, with a view to the conservation of wildlife 
resources.
 ▶ The Fish and Wildlife Improvement Act (1978) (16 U.S.C.742l; 92 Stat. 3110) - This Act authorizes the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce to assist in training of State fish and wildlife enforcement per-
sonnel, to cooperate with other Federal or State agencies for enforcement of fish and wildlife laws, and to use 
appropriations to pay for rewards and undercover operations.
 ▶ The Historic Sites Act (1935) (16 U.S.C.461) - This Act provides for the preservation of historic American sites, 
buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance, thereby providing a foundation for the National 
Register of Historic Places.
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 ▶ The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 460 et seq.) – This Act provides for 
the establishment of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, special BLM accounts in the Treasury, the collec-
tion and disposition of recreation fees, the authorization for appropriation of recreation fee receipts, and other 
purposes. Authorizes planning, acquisition, and development of needed land and water areas and facilities.
 ▶ Secretarial Order 3289, Addressing the Impacts of Climate Change on America's Water, Land, and Other 
Natural and Cultural Resources - This Order establishes a Department wide approach for applying scientific 
tools to increase understanding of climate change and to coordinate an effective response to its impacts on tribes 
and on the land, water, ocean, fish and wildlife, and cultural heritage resource s that the Department manages. 
The realities of climate change require us to change how we manage the land, water, fish and wildlife, and cul-
tural heritage and tribal lands and resources we oversee. For example: Shifting wildlife and habitat populations 
may require investments in new wildlife corridors.

 ▶ The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (1918) (16 U.S.C.715) - This Act manages and protects migratory bird species 
through consultation with State and local governments. It also provides for the protection of land and water 
resources necessary for the conservation of migratory birds. Under the Act, taking, killing, or possessing migra-
tory birds is unlawful.
 ▶ The National Environmental Policy Act (1969) (42 U.S.C.4321 et seq.) - The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) established a national policy to maintain conditions under which people and nature can exist in pro-
ductive harmony while fulfilling the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future generations 
of Americans. It established the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) in order to coordinate environmental 
matters at the Federal level, and to advise the President on such matters. Under the law, all Federal actions that 
could result in a significant impact on the environment are subject to review by Federal, State, local, and Native 
American Tribal environmental authorities, as well as by affected parties and interested citizens. The NEPA 
requires systematic, interdisciplinary planning to ensure the integrated use of natural and social sciences and 
environmental design arts in making decisions about major Federal actions that may have a significant effect 
(impact) on the environment.
 ▶ The National Historic Preservation Act (1966) as amended (Title 54 U.S.C.) - The National Historic Preservation 
Act is the primary Federal law providing for the protection and preservation of cultural resources. The National 
Historic Preservation Act established the National Register of Historic Places, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, and the State Office of Historic Preservation. This Act expands protection of historic and archeo-
logical properties to include those of national, State, and local significance. It also directs Federal agencies to 
consider the impacts of proposed actions on properties eligible for, or included in, the National Register of 
Historic Places.
 ▶ The National Trails System Act (1968) as amended (16 U.S.C.1241-1251) - This Act establishes a National 
System of Trails, prescribes methods and standards by which additional components may be added to the sys-
tem; recognizes the valuable contributions of that volunteers and private, nonprofit trail groups have made to the 
development and maintenance of the Nations Trail; provides direction for the administration and development 
of National Trails; and establishes a management standard.
 ▶ The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990) (25 U.S.C.3001) - This Act provides a 
process for Federal agencies to return certain Native American cultural items (such as human remains, funerary 
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony) to lineal descendants and culturally affiliated Native 
American Tribes.
 ▶ The Noxious Weed Control Act of 2004 (Pub. L. 108-412) - This Act establishes a program to provide assistance 
through States to eligible weed management entities to control or eradicate harmful, non-native weeds on public 
and private lands.
 ▶ The Public Rangelands Improvement Act (1978) (43 U.S.C.1901-1908) - This Act requires the BLM to manage, 
maintain, and improve the condition of the public rangelands so that they become as productive as feasible.
 ▶ Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act (1977) (16 U.S.C.2001 - 2009) - This Act provides for conservation, 
protection and enhancement of soil, water, and related resources.
 ▶ The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C.315) as amended by the Act of August 28, 1937 (43 U.S.C.1181d) - 
This Act introduced Federal protection and management of public lands by regulating grazing on public lands.
 ▶ The Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western States 
Programmatic EIS (2007a) and the Vegetation Treatments on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western 
States Programmatic Environmental Report (PER) (2007b) - The PEIS analyzes the impacts of herbicide use on 
humans, plants, and animals, as well as other environmental and social resources associated with public lands.
 ▶ The Wilderness Act (1964) (16 U.S.C.1131-36) - This Act provides management directions to protect Wilderness 
values and guides activities and permitted uses within these areas.
 ▶ The Federal Cave Resource Protection Act of 1988 (16 U.S.C. 4301) – This Act provides for the protection of 
caves on lands under the jurisdiction of the Secretary, and the Secretary of Agriculture. Establishes terms and 
conditions for use permits, and penalties for violations.
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APPENDIX D
Utah Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing Administration
The BLM has developed the following Fundamentals of Rangeland Health and their companion rules-Standards 
for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing Management for BLM in Utah ([BLM-UT-GI-97-001-4000] U.S. 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Office 1997).

FUNDAMENTALS OF RANGELAND HEALTH

As provided by regulations, developed by the Secretary of the Interior on February 22, 1995, the following conditions 
must exist on BLM lands:

1. Watersheds are in, or making significant progress toward, properly functioning physical condition, includ-
ing their upland, riparian –wetland, and aquatic components; soil and plant conditions support infiltration, 
soil moisture storage, and the release of water that are in balance with climate and landform and maintain or 
improve water quality, and timing and duration of flow.

2. Ecological processes, including the hydrologic cycle nutrient cycle, and energy flow, are maintained, or there is 
significant progress toward their attainment, in order to support healthy biotic populations and communities.

3. Water quality complies with State water quality standards and achieves, or is making significant progress to-
wards achieving established BLM management objectives such as meeting wildlife needs.

4. Habitats; are, or are making significant progress toward being, restored or maintained for Federal threat-
ened and endangered Species, Federal proposed, Category 1 and 2 Federal candidate and other special status 
Species.

In 1997, the BLM in Utah developed rules to carry out the Fundamentals of Rangeland health. These are called 
Standards for Rangeland health and Guidelines for grazing management.

Standards spell out conditions to be achieved on BLM Lands in Utah, and Guidelines describe practices that will be 
applied in order to achieve the Standards.

STANDARDS FOR RANGELAND HEALTH

Standard 1. Upland soils exhibit permeability and infiltration rates that sustain or improve site productivity, consider-
ing the soil type, climate, and landform.

As indicated by:
1. Sufficient cover and litter to protect the soil surface from excessive water and wind erosion; to promote infil-

tration; detain surface flow; and retard soil moisture loss by evaporation;
2. The absence of indicators of excessive erosion such as rills, soil pedestals, and actively eroding gullies;
3. The appropriate amount, type, and distribution of vegetation reflecting the presence of (1) the desired plant 

community IDPCI, where identified in a land-use plan, or (2) where the PVC is not identified, a community 
that equally sustains the desired level of productivity and properly functioning ecological conditions.

Standard 2. Riparian and wetland areas are in properly functioning condition. Stream channel morphology and func-
tions are appropriate to soil type, climate, and landform.

As indicated by:
1. Stream bank vegetation consisting of or showing a trend toward species with root masses capable of with-

standing high stream flow events. Vegetative cover adequate to protect stream banks and dissipate stream flow 
energy associated with high-water flows. Protect against accelerated erosion, capture sediment, and provide 
for groundwater recharge.

2. Vegetation reflecting: Desired Plant Community. Maintenance of riparian and wetland soil moisture charac-
teristics, diverse age structure and composition, high vigor, large woody debris when site potential allows, and 
providing food, cover, and other habitat needs for dependent animal species.

3. Revegetating point bars: Lateral stream movement associated with natural sinuosity: channel width, depth, 
pool frequency, and roughness appropriate to landscape position.

APPENDIX D
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New rangeland projects for grazing will be constructed in a manner consistent with the standards. Considering eco-
nomic circumstances and site limitations, existing rangeland projects and facilities that conflict with the achievement 
or maintenance of the standards will be relocated and/or modified.

Livestock salt blocks and other nutritional supplements will be located away from riparian/wetland areas or other 
permanently located, or other natural water sources. It is recommended that the locations of these supplements be 
moved every year.

The use and perpetuation of native species will be emphasized. However, when restoring or rehabilitating disturbed 
or degraded rangelands nonintrusive, nonnative plant species are appropriate for use where native species (a) are not 
available, (b) are not economically feasible, (c) can not achieve ecological objectives as well as nonnative species, and/
or (d) cannot compete with already established native species.

When rangeland manipulations are necessary, the best management practices, including biological processes, fire, and 
intensive grazing, will be utilized prior to the use of chemical or mechanical manipulations.

When establishing grazing practices and rangeland improvements, the quality of the outdoor recreation experience 
is to be considered. Aesthetic and scenic values, water, campsites, and opportunities for solitude are among those 
considerations.

Feeding of hay and other harvested forage (which does not refer to miscellaneous salt, protein, and other supple-
ments) for the purpose of substituting for inadequate natural forage will not be conducted on BLM lands other 
than in (a) emergency situations where no other resource exists and animal survival is in jeopardy, or (b) situations 
where an authorized officer determines such a practice will assist in meeting a standard or attaining a management 
objective.

In order to eliminate, minimize, or limit the spread of noxious weeds, (a) only hay cubes, hay pellets, or certified 
weed-free hay will be fed on BLM lands, and (b) reasonable adjustments in grazing methods, methods of transport, 
and animal husbandry practices will be applied.

To avoid contamination of water sources and in advertent damage to non-target species, aerial application of pesti-
cides will not be allowed within 100 feet of a riparian wetland area unless the product is registered for such use by the 
EPA.

On rangelands where a standard is not being met, and conditions are moving toward meeting the standard, grazing 
may be allowed to continue. On lands where a standard is not being met, conditions are not improving toward meet-
ing the standard or other management objectives, and livestock grazing is deemed responsible, administrative action 
with regard to livestock will be taken by the authorized officer pursuant to CUR 4180.2(c).

Where it can he determined that more than one kind of grazing animal is responsible for failure to achieve a standard, 
and adjustments in management are required. Those adjustments will be made to each kind of animal, based on inter-
agency cooperation as needed in proportion to their degree of responsibility.

Rangelands that have been burned, reseeded, or otherwise treated to alter vegetative composition will be closed to 
livestock grazing as follows: (1) burned rangelands, whether by wildfire or prescribed burning, will be ungrazed for a 
minimum of one complete growing season following the burn; and (2) rangelands that have been reseeded or other-
wise chemically or mechanically treated will be ungrazed for a minimum of two complete growing seasons

Conversions in kind of livestock (such as from sheep to cattle) will be analyzed in light of rangeland health standards. 
Where such conversions are not adverse to achieving a standard, or they are not in conflict with BLM land-use plans, 
the conversion will be allowed.

4. Active floodplain.

Standard 3. Desired species, including native, threatened.

As indicated by:
1. Frequency, diversity, density, age classes, and productivity of desired native species necessary to ensure repro-

ductive capability and survival.
2. Habitats connected at a level to enhance species survival.
3. Native species reoccupy habitat niches and voids caused by disturbances unless management objectives call for 

introduction or maintenance of nonnative species.
4. Appropriate amount, type, and distribution of vegetation reflecting the presence of (1) the Desired Plant 

Community DPC, where identified in a land use plan conforming to these Standards, or (2) where the DPC 
is identified a community that equally sustains the desired level of productivity and properly functioning eco-
logic processes.

Standard 4. BLM will apply and comply with water quality standards established by the State of Utah (R.317-2) and 
the federal Clean Water and Safe Drinking Water Acts. Activities on BLM lands will fully support the designated ben-
eficial uses described in the Utah Water Quality Standards (R.317-2) for surface and groundwater.

As indicated by:
1. Measurement of nutrient loads, total dissolved solids, chemical constituents, fecal coliform, water temperature 

and other water quality parameters.
2. Macro-invertebrate communities that indicate water quality meets aquatic objectives.
3. Because BLM Lands provide forage for grazing of wildlife and domestic livestock, the following rules have 

been developed to assure that such grazing is consistent with the Standards listed here.
4. BLM will continue to coordinate monitoring water quality activities with other Federal, State and technical 

agencies.

GUIDELINES FOR GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Grazing management practices will be implemented that:
1. Maintain sufficient residual vegetation and litter on both upland and riparian sites to protect the soil from 

wind and water erosion and support ecological functions;
2. Promote attainment or maintenance of proper functioning condition riparian/wetland areas, appropriate 

stream channel morphology, desired soil permeability and permeability and infiltration, and appropriate soil 
conditions and kinds and amounts of plants and animals to support the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle, and 
energy flow.

3. Meet the physiological requirements of desired plants and facilitate reproduction and maintenance of desired 
plants to the extent natural conditions allow;

4. Maintain viable and diverse populations of plants and animals appropriate for the site,
5. Provide or improve within the limits of site potentials, habitat for Threatened or Endangered Species;
6. Avoid grazing management conflicts with other species that have the potential of becoming protected or spe-

cial status species;
7. Encourage innovation, experimentation and the ultimate development of alternatives to improve rangeland 

management practices;
8. Give priority to rangeland improvement projects and land treatments that offer the best opportunity for 

achieving the Standards.

Any spring or seep developments will he designed and constructed to protect ecological process and functions and 
improve livestock, wild horse, and wildlife distribution.
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APPENDIX E
Comparison of Alternative B (BLM's Preferred Alternative) Presented in the Draft NCA RMPs and 
Draft Amendment and the Proposed NCA RMPs and Proposed Amendment/Final EIS and Errata
1.0 Introduction

This appendix shows in tabular format (Table E-1 through E-4) how the Proposed NCA RMPs and Proposed 
Amendment vary from the goals, objectives, and management decisions that were included in Alternative B, BLM’s 
Preferred Alternative, in the draft plans. The BLM prepared this appendix to document that all changes made in the 
Proposed RMPs and Proposed Amendment fall within the range of alternatives presented in the Draft RMPs and 
Draft Amendment and analyzed in the Draft EIS.

The BLM’s land use planning process (described at 43 CFR 1600) provides the discretion to develop the proposed 
plans by combining components of any of the alternatives that were presented in the Draft NCA RMPs or Draft 
Amendment. These alternatives contained goals, objectives, and management decisions for the two NCAs that were 
designed to fulfill the conservation purpose for which the public lands received Congressional designation, through 
OPLMA, in 2009. The alternatives developed for the Draft Amendment to the St. George Field Office RMP addressed 
specific mandates from Section O of OPLMA related to the management of priority biological areas and comprehen-
sive travel management in Washington County. 

The Proposed NCA RMPs and Proposed Amendment are based primarily on the management goals, objectives, and 
actions identified as BLM’s Preferred Alternative, Alternative B, in the draft plans. However, in response to public 
comments and input from other federal and state agencies, local governmental entities and the Cooperating Agencies, 
components of the other three alternatives were also selected to comprise management objectives or decisions in the 
proposed plans. The resulting Proposed NCA RMPs and Proposed Amendment are, therefore, are a compilation of 
planning decisions that resolve the widest range of concerns over resource management and land uses, while fulfilling 
the legislative purposes of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and the Red Cliffs NCAs and other Congressional mandates 
from OPLMA for public lands in Washington County. 

In some instances, minor edits or clarifications were made to improve the clarity of goals, objectives, or management 
decisions in the Proposed NCA RMPs or Proposed Amendment. None of these minor edits required modifications to 
the analysis of the environmental consequences presented in the Draft EIS and none meet the regulatory definition of 
significance, as stated in 40 CFR 1508.27(a). The BLM has, therefore, prepared an abbreviated Final EIS to support the 
Proposed NCA RMPs and Proposed Amendment, consistent with federal regulations at 40 CFR 1503.4 (c). 

This appendix also identifies errata in the Draft RMPs and Draft Amendment or Draft EIS.

2.0 Comparison of Alternative B Presented in the Draft NCA RMPs and the Proposed NCA RMPs/Final EIS

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-2 and Table  2-37 
Water Resources
Pursue acquisition of surface 
and groundwater rights from 
willing sellers to benefit the 
conservation and protec-
tion of wildlife and improve 
aquatic habitats and riparian 
resources.
Do not authorize land uses 
that would export water from 
the NCA.

Pursue acquisition of surface 
and/or groundwater rights 
from willing sellers for use in 
campgrounds, visitor facili-
ties, and for other administra-
tive uses, where consistent 
with Utah State law.

Proposed decisions were 
modified based on public 
comments and coordination 
with Cooperating Agencies 
and other local governmental 
entities.

The changes do not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and do not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
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Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Work through the State of 
Utah’s water rights system 
to ensure that BLM obtains 
water rights on all inventoried 
point water sources (springs, 
seeps, wells, reservoirs, etc.) 
for authorized beneficial uses 
of water within the NCA, 
including wildlife, recreation, 
domestic use within visitor 
facilities, and the improve-
ment of aquatic habitats and 
riparian resources.
Table 2-3 and Table 
2-38 Geological and 
Paleontological Resources
Designate paleontological re-
sources currently document-
ed or projected to occur in 
the NCA to Use Allocations 
(as defined by BLM Manual 
Section 8110.42 and Land 
Use Planning Handbook 
H-1601-1). Focus on the Use 
Allocations that are consistent 
with the legislative mandate 
from OPLMA for the NCA: 
Scientific Use, Conservation 
for Future Use, and Public 
Use. Do not allocate re-
sources of scientific interest to 
Traditional Use, Experimental 
Use or Discharged from 
Management, as these would 
not be consistent.

Do not allocate re-
sources of scientific in-
terest to Experimental 
Use or Discharged from 
Management, as these would 
not be consistent.

Proposed decision was 
modified based on public 
comment.

The changes do not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and do not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-3 and Table 
2-38 Geological and 
Paleontological Resources
Resources Excavation Permits 
to conduct site-specific pale-
ontological field studies and 
specimen collections at locali-
ties allocated to Scientific Use 
and Conservation for Future 
Use.

Require Resource Excavation 
Permits to conduct site-
specific paleontological 
field studies and specimen 
collections at localities al-
located to Scientific Use and 
Conservation for Future Use.

Proposed decision was edited 
for clarity, based on public 
comment.

The changes do not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and do not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-7 and Table 
2-41 Native Vegetation 
Communities
Authorize the use of biologi-
cal controls, targeted grazing, 
hand removal, herbicides, 
mechanical methods, or a 

Authorize the use of biologi-
cal controls, flaming, targeted 
grazing, hand removal, herbi-
cides, mechanical methods, or 
a combination of methods to 
develop fuel breaks and haz-
ard fuel reduction projects 

Based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMPs/Draft EIS.

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

combination of methods 
to develop fuel breaks and 
hazard fuel reduction projects 
(see Table 2-2 for descriptions 
of each method).

(see Table 2-2 for descriptions 
of each method).

Table 2-7 and Table 
2-41 Native Vegetation 
Communities
Treat non-native woody spe-
cies (e.g., tamarisk, Russian 
olive) in a phased approach 
using biological controls, 
targeted grazing, hand re-
moval, herbicides, mechanical 
methods, or a combination 
of methods, depending on 
target species, infestation 
level, site characteristics, and 
project size (see for Table  2-2 
descriptions of each method).

Treat non-native woody spe-
cies (e.g., tamarisk, Russian 
olive) in a phased approach 
using biological controls, 
flaming, targeted grazing, 
hand removal, herbicides, me-
chanical methods, or a combi-
nation of methods, depending 
on target species, infestation 
level, site characteristics, and 
project size (see for Table  2-2 
descriptions of each method).

Based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMPs/Draft EIS

Table 2-7 and Table 
2-41  Native Vegetation 
Communities
Prohibit new surface disturb-
ing projects or activities with-
in 500 feet of the edge of the 
riparian zone, except when 
the project would improve 
riparian resource conditions. 
This restriction does not apply 
to the maintenance of exist-
ing spring developments and 
conveyance systems.

Prohibit new surface dis-
turbing projects or activities 
within 330 feet (100 meters) 
of the edge of the riparian 
zone, except when the project 
would improve riparian 
resource conditions. This 
restriction does not apply to 
the maintenance of existing 
spring developments and 
conveyance systems.

Reduced riparian buffer to 
a smaller area, to be consis-
tent with Utah BLM riparian 
policy

Alternatives B and C analyzed 
a larger buffer; this modifica-
tion does not require changes 
to impacts analysis and does 
not meet the regulatory defi-
nition of significance, based 
on scope or intensity.

Table 2-8 Vegetation 
Management Toolbox
No similar language

Targeted grazing in critical 
habitat for the Mojave desert 
tortoise would be experi-
mental and require consulta-
tions with the USFWS under 
Section 7 of the ESA.

Based on USFWS comments. The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-9 and Table 2-42 Fire 
and Fuels Management
Objectives:
Suppression activities pri-
oritize firefighter and public 
safety, protect private prop-
erty, conserve and protect 
NCA resource values, and 
minimize overall suppression 
costs through planning and 
efficient management of tacti-
cal and human resources.

Objectives
Suppression activities pri-
oritize firefighter and public 
safety, protect private prop-
erty, conserve and protect 
NCA resource values, and 
minimize overall suppression 
costs through planning and 
efficient management of tacti-
cal and human resources.
Suppression efforts are coor-
dinated to the extent possible

Based on coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 253252

APPENDIX EAPPENDIX E

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
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with other federal, tribal, 
and state agencies and local 
governmental entities

Table 2-9 and Table 2-42 Fire 
and Fuels Management
To protect seeds from 
rodents, birds, and other 
gramnivores, authorize the 
use of non-invasive (e.g., seed 
encapsulation, mulching) and 
minimally invasive (e.g., small 
seed drills, hand raking) seed 
protection methods.

To protect seeds from 
rodents, birds, and other 
gramnivores, authorize the 
use of non-invasive (e.g., seed 
encapsulation, mulching) and 
minimally invasive (e.g., small 
seed drills, hand raking) seed 
protection methods.
Evaluate the use of invasive 
seed protection methods (e.g., 
harrowing, chaining) outside 
of designated critical habitats 
on a case-by-case basis.
Authorize the use of such 
methods only when scientific 
research demonstrates that 
the benefits would clearly 
outweigh the negative effects 
on listed species, habitats, and 
other resource values.

Based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

Additional management 
decisions analyzed under 
Alternative D of the Draft 
RMP/Draft EIS and are not a 
significant change.

Table 2-10 and Table 2-43 
Noxious Weeds and Invasive 
Species
Objectives:
Infestations of noxious weeds 
and exotic invasive species 
are controlled and ultimately 
eradicated using Integrated 
Weed Management (IWM).

Objectives:
Infestations of noxious weeds 
and exotic invasive species 
are controlled and ultimately 
eradicated using Integrated 
Weed Management (IWM), 
in cooperation with other 
federal and state agencies, lo-
cal governmental entities, and 
adjacent private landowners.

Based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-10 and Table 2-43 
Noxious Weeds and Invasive 
Species
Authorize the use of biologi-
cal controls, targeted grazing, 
hand removal, herbicide, 
mechanical methods, or a 
combination of methods for 
weed treatments, depending 
on target species, infestation 
level, site characteristics, and 
project scale (Table 2.2 for 
descriptions of each method).

Authorize the use of biologi-
cal controls, flaming, targeted 
grazing, hand removal, herbi-
cide, mechanical methods, or 
a combination of methods for 
weed treatments, depending 
on target species, infestation 
level, site characteristics, and 
project scale (Table 2.2 for 
descriptions of each method).

Based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMPs/Draft EIS, 
not a significant change.

Table 2-12  and Table 2-45 
Vegetation Resource Uses-
Plant Materials
Authorize hand method seed 
collection for scientific

Authorize hand method 
seed collection for scientific 
research and for restoration 
projects on public lands 
within the NCA and adjacent

Based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMPs/Draft EIS, 
not a significant change.

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

research and for restora-
tion projects on public lands 
within the NCA and adjacent 
areas within the northeastern 
Mojave Desert of southwest-
ern Utah.

areas within the northeast 
Mojave Desert of south-
western Utah, Arizona, and 
Nevada.

Table 2-12 and Table 2-45 
Vegetation Resource Uses-
Plant Materials
Authorize the collection 
of native seedlings, plants, 
cuttings, and biological soil 
crust restoration projects on 
public lands within the NCA 
and adjacent areas within the 
northeast Mojave Desert of 
southwestern Utah.

Authorize the collection 
of native seedlings, plants, 
cuttings, and biological soil 
crust restoration projects on 
public lands within the NCA 
and adjacent areas within the 
northeast Mojave Desert of 
southwestern Utah, Arizona, 
and Nevada.

Based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMPs/Draft EIS, 
not a significant change.

Table 2-12 and Table 2-45 
Vegetation Resource Uses-
Plant Materials
Allow the onsite use of dead 
and down materials for camp-
fires, except in riparian areas.

Do not allow onsite use of 
dead and down materials for 
campfires.
Require that visitors provide 
fuelwood for use in campfires.

Based on public comments. Analyzed under Alternative C 
of the Draft RMPs/Draft EIS, 
not a significant change.

Table 2-13 and Table 2-47 
Special Status Wildlife 
Species-Including 
Threatened, Endangered, 
Candidate, and Species 
Proposed for Listing under 
ESA
Authorize the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of special status 
species populations into 
current or historic habitats 
in the NCA, in coordination 
with USFWS and UDWR) to 
assist recovery and delisting 
of threatened or endangered 
species and preclude the need 
to list other at-risk species.

Allow the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of special status 
species populations into 
current or historic habitats 
in the NCA, in coordination 
with USFWS, UDWR, and 
local governments, subject to 
guidance provided by BLM’s 
6840 policy and by exist-
ing or future memoranda of 
understanding (MOUs), to 
assist recovery and delisting 
of threatened or endangered 
species and preclude the need 
to list other at-risk species.

This language was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-14 and Table 
2-48 Special Status Bird 
Species-Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher, Yellow 
Billed Cuckoo, and Other 
Riparian-Dependent Special 
Status Species
Southwestern willow fly-
catcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimus) and yellow-billed

Southwestern willow fly-
catcher (Empidonax trail-
lii extimus), yellow-billed 
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis),and other ripar-
ian dependent special status 
bird species populations that 
utilize habitats in the NCA 
would be stable or increasing, 
helping to meet recovery and

Based on USFWS comments. The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.
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RMPs
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cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis) populations that 
utilize habitats in the NCA 
would be stable or increas-
ing, helping to meet recovery 
and delisting goals for each 
species.

delisting goals for each 
species.

Table 2-14 and Table 
2-48 Special Status Bird 
Species-Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher, Yellow 
Billed Cuckoo, and Other 
Riparian-Dependent Special 
Status Species
Cottonwood gallery forests 
along Beaver Dam Wash and 
elsewhere in the NCA would 
provide suitable habitat for 
yellow-billed cuckoos.
Cottonwood gallery forests 
along Quail Creek would 
provide suitable habitat for 
yellow-billed cuckoos.

Riparian habitats along 
Beaver Dam Wash and 
elsewhere in the NCA would 
provide suitable habitat for 
yellow-billed cuckoos.
Riparian habitats along Quail 
Creek and elsewhere in the 
NCA would provide suit-
able habitat for yellow-billed 
cuckoos.

Based on USFWS comments. The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-14 and Table 
2-48 Special Status Bird 
Species-Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher, Yellow 
Billed Cuckoo, and Other 
Riparian-Dependent Special 
Status Species
Management of riparian 
habitat would be consistent 
with the Final Recovery 
Plan: Southwestern Willow 
Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimus) (USFWS 2002) and 
the Biological Opinion is-
sued by USFWS for the NCA 
Proposed RMP.

Management of riparian 
habitat would be consistent 
with the Final Recovery 
Plan: Southwestern Willow 
Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimus) (USFWS 2002) and 
future final recovery plans for 
the yellow-billed cuckoos.

Based on USFWS comments. The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-14 and Table 
2-48 Special Status Bird 
Species-Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher, Yellow 
Billed Cuckoo, and Other 
Riparian-Dependent Special 
Status Species
Authorize the translocation, 
and population augmenta-
tion of southwestern willow 
flycatcher and yellow-billed 
cuckoos, in consultation with 
USFWS and UDWR.

Allow the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of southwest-
ern willow flycatcher and 
yellow-billed cuckoos into 
current or historic habitats 
in the NCA, in coordination 
with USFWS, UDWR, and 
local governments, subject to 
guidance provided by BLM’s 
6840 policy and by existing or 
future memoranda of under 
standing (MOU).

This decision was modified 
based on USFWS com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Suitable habitat for yellow-
billed cuckoo will be identi-
fied according to Guidelines 
for the Identification of 
Suitable Habitat for WYBCU 
in Utah (USFWS 2015a).
Surveys for yellow-billed 
cuckoo will be conducted 
according to A Natural 
History Summary and Survey 
Protocol for the Western 
Distinct Population Segment 
of the Yellow-billed Cuckoo: 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Techniques and Methods 
(Halterman, Johnson, 
Holmes, and Laymon 2015).

Table 2-15  and Table 2-49 
Special Status Species-
California Condor
California condor 
(Gymnogyps californianus) 
populations that may utilize 
habitats in the NCA would be 
stable or increasing, helping 
to meet recovery and delisting 
goals for this species.

Designated nonessential 
experimental popula-
tions of California condor 
(Gymnogyps californianus) 
that may utilize habitats in 
the NCA would be stable or 
increasing, helping to meet 
recovery and delisting goals 
for this species.

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
USFWS and Cooperating 
Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-15 and Table 2-49 
Special Status Species-
California Condor
Native vegetation communi-
ties and riparian areas sustain 
potential roosting sites and 
a high quality prey base for 
California condors.

No similar objective Based on public comments. The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-15 and Table 2-49 
Special Status Species-
California Condor
Authorize the reintroduction, 
translocation, and supple-
mental releases of California 
condors into historic habitats 
in coordination with USFWS.

Allow the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of California 
condors into current or 
historic habitats in the 
NCA, in coordination with 
USFWS, UDWR, Southwest 
Condor Working Group, 
American Indian Tribes and 
local governments, subject 
to guidance provided by 
BLM’s 6840 policy and by 
the current Memorandum of 
Understanding between the 
USFWS (Regions 2, 6, 8) and 
Cooperators (USFWS 2015b) 
or future MOUs.]

This decision was modified 
based on USFWS com-
ments and coordination with 
Washington County.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.
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Coordinate with partners 
(e.g., UDWR, National 
Audubon Society, National 
Wildlife Federation, [The 
Peregrine Fund] to promote 
the use of non-lead ammuni-
tion in the NCA.

Table 2-16  and Table 2-50 
Special Status Species-Desert 
Tortoise
Authorize the translocation 
and population augmenta-
tion of desert tortoises in 
consultation with USFWS and 
UDWR.

Allow the reintroduction, 
translocation, and popula-
tion augmentation of desert 
tortoises into current or 
historic habitats in the NCA, 
in coordination with USFWS, 
UDWR, and local govern-
ments, subject to guidance 
provided by BLM’s 6840 pol-
icy and by existing or future 
memoranda of understanding 
(MOU).

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Washington County.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-16 and Table 2-50 
Special Status Species-Desert 
Tortoise
Require reclamation for 
activities that result in the 
loss or degradation of tortoise 
habitat. Good quality habitat 
would be restored to as close 
to pre-disturbance condi-
tions as practicable. Damaged 
habitats would be improved 
to good quality through 
restoration, wherever practi-
cable. Additional mitigation 
measures may be included in 
decision documents to offset 
the loss of quality and quan-
tity of tortoise habitat.
Authorized actions that 
may result in adverse effects 
(“incidental take”) of des-
ert tortoises would require 
implementation of project 
stipulations including per-
sonnel education programs, 
pre-construction clearances, 
operational restrictions, and 
procedures for moving tor-
toise out of harm’s way.

No similar decisions. Based on USFWS comments 
and BLM review for consis-
tency with NCA purposes 
and goals and objectives for 
management.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-16 and Table 2-50 
Special Status Species-Desert 
Tortoise
Prioritize the acquisition of

Prioritize the acquisition of 
non-federal lands or interests 
in critical tortoise habitat 
within the NCA boundaries

Based on BLM review for 
consistency with NCA pur-
poses and goals and objectives 
for management. 

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

non-federal lands or interests 
in critical tortoise habitat 
within the NCA boundar-
ies from willing land owners 
through purchase, exchange, 
or donation.

from willing land owners 
through purchase, exchange 
of public lands identified for 
disposal outside of the NCA 
boundaries, donation, or 
conservation easements.

significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-17 and Table 2-52 
BLM Sensitive Species
Authorize the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of native sensi-
tive species into historical and 
current habitats, in consulta-
tion with UDWR, to restore 
populations and enhance or 
maintain current populations, 
distributions, and genetic 
diversity.

Allow the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of native sensi-
tive species into historical and 
current habitats, in consulta-
tion with UDWR, to restore 
populations and enhance or 
maintain current populations, 
distributions, and genetic 
diversity.

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-18 and Table 2-53 
BLM Sensitive Native Fish 
Species
Management actions will 
be guided by the Virgin 
River Fishes Recovery Plan 
(USFWS 1995), the Virgin 
River Resource Management 
Plan and Recovery Program 
(USFWS 2000), and Fish 
and Wildlfe 2000: Special 
Status Fish Species Habitat 
Management (BLM 1991).

Management actions will 
be guided by the Virgin 
River Fishes Recovery Plan 
(USFWS 1995), the Virgin 
Spinedace Conservation 
Agreement and Strategy 
(USFWS 1995), the Virgin 
River Resource Management 
Plan and Recovery Program 
(USFWS 2000) and Fish 
and Wildlfe 2000: Special 
Status Fish Species Habitat 
Management (BLM 1991). 
BLM will provide appropri-
ate support to active partners 
in the Virgin River Fishes 
Recovery Team.

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-19 and Table 2-54 
BLM Sensitive Raptor 
Species
Authorize the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of bald 
eagles, ferruginous hawks, 
northern goshawks, and short 
eared owls where doing so 
would not be detrimental to 
the viability of other native 
species.

Allow the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of bald 
eagles, ferruginous hawks, 
northern goshawks, and short 
eared owls where doing so 
would not be detrimental to 
the viability of other native 
species.

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-19 and Table 2-54 
BLM Sensitive Raptor 
Species
No similar decision.

Actions that may adversely 
impact breeding, nesting, and 
roosting raptors will be sub-
ject to seasonal restrictions 
and spatial buffers, based on 

This decision was modified 
based on USFWS comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope
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guidance found in Utah Field 
Office Guidance for Raptor 
Protection from Human 
and Land Use Disturbances 
(Romin and Muck 2002).

or intensity.

Table 2-20 and Table 2-55 
Migratory Birds and Birds of 
Conservation Concern
Only authorize actions that 
would adversely impact 
nesting migratory birds if 
they are subject to seasonal 
restrictions or mitigation 
requirements.

Only authorize actions that 
would not adversely impact 
nesting migratory birds.

This decision was modified 
based on USFWS comments

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-21 and Table 2-56 
BLM Sensitive Mammal 
Species
Authorize the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of sensitive 
mammal species where doing 
so would not be detrimental 
to the viability of other native 
species.

Allow the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of sensitive 
mammal species where doing 
so would not be detrimental 
to the viability of other native 
species.

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
USFWS and Cooperating 
Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-21 and Table 2-56 
BLM Sensitive Mammal 
Species
Do not authorize activities 
that have the potential to 
disturb bats within a 0.25 mile 
radius of maternity roost sites 
and winter hibernacula, in-
cluding all entrances to caves, 
karst features, and abandoned 
mines.

Do not authorize activities 
that have the potential to 
disturb bats within a 0.25 mile 
radius of maternity roost sites 
and winter hibernacula, in-
cluding all entrances to caves, 
karst features, and abandoned 
mines, as recommended by 
the USFWS (2015)

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
USFWS.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-22  and Table 2-57 
BLM Sensitive Reptile and 
Amphibian Species
Authorize the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of Arizona 
toad, northern leopard frog 
(Rana pipiens), lowland leop-
ard frogs (Rana yavapaiensis), 
and relict leopard frogs (Rana 
onca) to suitable habitat loca-
tions, where doing so would 
not be detrimental to the vi-
ability of other native species.
Authorize the reintroduction, 

Allow the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of Arizona 
toad, northern leopard frog 
(Rana pipiens), lowland leop-
ard frogs (Rana yavapaiensis), 
and relict leopard frogs (Rana 
onca) to suitable habitat loca-
tions, where doing so would 
not be detrimental to the vi-
ability of other native species.
Allow the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of sensitive 
reptile species, where doing

This decision was modified 
based on coordination with 
USFWS and Cooperating 
Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

transplantation, and popula-
tion augmentation of sensitive 
reptile species, where doing 
so would not be detrimental 
to the viability of other native 
species.

so would not be detrimental 
to the viability of other native 
species.

Table 2-23 and Table 2-58 
Other Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Management
Authorize the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and augmen-
tation of priority native wild-
life species populations (as 
defined in BLM Manual 1745 
or subsequent guidance) into 
current or historic habitats 
in the NCA, in coordination 
with USFWS and UDWR in 
order to (a) maintain current 
population numbers, distribu-
tions, and genetic diversity, 
and (b) restore or enhance 
native species populations.

Allow the reintroduction, 
transplantation, and augmen-
tation of priority native wild-
life species populations (as 
defined in BLM Manual 1745 
or subsequent guidance) into 
current or historic habitats 
in the NCA, in coordination 
with USFWS and UDWR in 
order to (a) maintain current 
population numbers, distribu-
tions, and genetic diversity, 
and (b) restore or enhance 
native species populations.

This decision was modified 
based on coordination with 
USFWS and Cooperating 
Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-24 and Table 2-59 
Heritage Resources
Heritage resources currently 
documented or projected 
to occur in the NCA are al-
located and managed to the 
Use Allocations (as defined by 
BLM Manual Section 8110.42 
and Land Use Planning 
Handbook H-1601-1) that are 
consistent with the legisla-
tive mandates from OPLMA 
for the NCA: Scientific Use, 
Conservation for Future Use, 
Public Use, and Traditional 
Use.
Heritage resources of sci-
entific interest currently 
documented projected to 
occur in the NCA are not 
allocated to Experimental 
Use or Discharged from 
Management, as these would 
not be consistent with the 
Congressionally-designated 
purposes for the NCA, as they 
relate to cultural and histori-
cal resources.

Heritage resources currently 
documented or that may 
be documented projected 
to occur in the NCA are al-
located and managed to the 
Use Allocations (as defined by 
BLM Manual Section 8110.42 
and Land Use Planning 
Handbook H-1601-1) that are 
consistent with the legisla-
tive mandates from OPLMA 
for the NCA: Scientific Use, 
Conservation for Future Use, 
Public Use, and Traditional 
Use.
Heritage resources of sci-
entific interest currently 
documented  or that may be 
documented  in the NCA are 
not allocated to Experimental 
Use or Discharged from 
Management, as these would 
not be consistent with the 
Congressionally-designated 
purposes for the NCA, as they 
relate to cultural and histori-
cal resources.

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.
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Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-24  and Table 2-59 
Heritage Resources
As required by federal historic 
preservation laws, continue 
consultations the Utah State 
Historic Preservation Officer 
(UTSHPO), American Indian 
Tribes, and other interested 
parties to inform and direct 
management decisions related 
to heritage resources.

As required by federal historic 
preservation laws, continue 
consultations with among the 
BLM, the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP), the Utah State 
Historic Preservation 
Officer(SHPO), American 
Indian Tribes, applicants for 
federal assistance, permits, 
licenses or other approvals, 
representatives of local gov-
ernments, and other inter-
ested parties to inform and 
direct management decisions 
related to heritage resources.

This decision was modified 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-24 and Table 2-59 
Heritage Resources
Allocate and manage 100% 
of these NRHP-eligible site 
types for Scientific Use, 
Conservation for Future Use, 
Public Use, and/or Traditional 
Use.

Allocate and manage 100% 
of these NRHP-eligible site 
types for Scientific Use, 
Conservation for Future Use, 
Public Use, or Traditional 
Use.

This decision was modified 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-24 and Table 2-59 
Heritage Resources
Allocate and manage 100% 
of rock shelters, alcoves, and 
caves identified as Sacred Sites 
for Conservation for Future 
Use and Traditional Use.

Allocate and manage 100% 
of rock shelters, alcoves, and 
caves identified as Sacred Sites 
for Conservation for Future 
Use or Traditional Use.

This decision was modified 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-24 and Table 2-59 
Heritage Resources
Allocate and manage rock art 
sites identified as Sacred Sites 
for Conservation for Future 
Use and Traditional Use.

Allocate and manage rock art 
sites identified as Sacred Sites 
for Conservation for Future 
Use or Traditional Use.

This decision was modified 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-24 and Table 2-59 
Heritage Resources
Allocate and manage 100% 
of Traditional Cultural 
Properties and Traditional 
Use Areas for Conservation 
for Future Use and Traditional 
Use.

Allocate and manage 100% 
of Traditional Cultural 
Properties and Traditional 
Use Areas for Conservation 
for Future Use or Traditional 
Use.

This decision was modified 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-31 and Table 2-65 
Recreation and Visitor 
Services
Remove the Extensive 
Recreation Management Area 
(ERMA) administrative desig

Remove the Extensive 
Recreation Management Area 
(ERMA) identification where 
it overlaps the NCA.
Remove those portions of the 
identified Red Mountain/

These decisions were edited to 
improve clarity.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

nation that overlaps the NCA.
Remove those portions of the 
Red Mountain/Santa Clara 
SRMA and the SGFO ERMA 
administrative designations 
that overlap the NCA.

Santa Clara and the SGFO 
ERMA that overlap the NCA.

Table 2-31 and Table 2-65 
Recreation and Visitor 
Services
Limit SRPs for motorized rec-
reation activities to roads and 
primitive roads authorized for 
use by the public.

Limit SRPs for motorized 
commercial and organized 
group recreation activities to 
roads and primitive roads au-
thorized for use by the public.

This decision was modified, 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-31 and Table 2-65 
Recreation and Visitor 
Services
Develop concessionaire con-
tracts, if necessary, to protect 
resource values, as well as 
provide for appropriate and 
sustainable recreation oppor-
tunities and visitor services.

Develop commercial leases 
with recreation-related busi-
nesses, if necessary, to protect 
resource values, as well as 
provide for appropriate and 
sustainable recreation oppor-
tunities and visitor services.

These decisions were edited 
for consistency with BLM 
policy and to improve clarity.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-31 and Table 2-65 
Recreation and Visitor 
Services
Other Recreational Uses
Approval from authorized 
NCA staff would be required 
prior to any physical geocache 
placement. Approval from au-
thorized NCA staff would be 
required prior to any physical 
geocache placement.

Written approval from NCA 
Manager would be required 
prior to any physical geocache 
placement. 
Written approval from NCA 
Manager would be required 
prior to any physical geocache 
placement.

These decisions were edited 
for consistency with BLM 
policy and to improve clarity.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-33  and 2-67
Comprehensive Travel and 
Transportation Management
No similar objective

The BLM shall comply with 
OPLMA Sec. 1977 (b)(2) 
which states the following:
(2) SCOPE; CONTENTS.—In 
developing the travel man-
agement plan, the Secretary 
shall—
(A) in consultation with ap-
propriate Federal agencies, 
State, tribal, and local govern-
mental entities (including the 
County and St. George City, 
Utah), and the public, identify 
1 or more alternatives for a 
northern transportation route 
in the County;
(B) ensure that the travel

This objective was to comply 
with legislative mandate from 
OPLMA.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.
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Table E-1 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

management plan contains a 
map that depicts the trail; and
(C) designate a system of 
areas, roads, and trails for me-
chanical and motorized use.

Table 2-33  and 2-67 
Comprehensive Travel and 
Transportation Management
No similar decision

BLM would coordinate 
transportation management 
with adjacent federal agen-
cies, tribal governments, state 
and local governments, and 
authorized users.

This decision was modi-
fied, based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-2 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-11 Vegetation 
Resource Uses-Livestock 
Grazing
Continue to make 61,995 
acres of the following allot-
ments available for livestock 
grazing within the NCA:
a) Beaver Dam Slope;
b) Castle Cliffs;
c) Cedar Pocket;
d) Scarecrow Peak.
Provide 1,861 initial Animal 
Unit Months (AUMs) of live-
stock forage through a reduc-
tion of permitted use to the 20 
year average of actual use in 
the NCA. AUM numbers may 
be adjusted depending on the 
results of ongoing rangeland 
monitoring.

Continue to make 61,995 
acres of the following allot-
ments available for livestock 
grazing within the NCA:
a) Beaver Dam Slope;
b) Castle Cliffs;
c) Cedar Pocket;
d) Scarecrow Peak.
Provide 3,099 initial AUMs 
of livestock forage within the 
NCA. AUM numbers may be 
adjusted depending on the 
results of ongoing rangeland 
monitoring.

Based on public com-
ments, coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies, and 
legislative direction from 
OPLMA related to grazing in 
the Beaver Dam Wash NCA 
(at sec. 1975 (e) 4).

Analyzed under Alternatives 
A and D of the Draft RMP/
Draft EIS, not a significant 
change.

Table 2-11 Vegetation 
Resource Uses-Livestock 
Grazing
Establish grazing utilization 
levels at 40% of current year’s 
growth on allotments in des-
ignated critical habitat for the 
desert tortoise.

No similar decision Based on public com-
ments, coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies and 
BLM review.  Implementation 
level decision regard-
ing utilization will not be 
included in the Proposed 
RMP.  Utilization levels will 
be addressed during the 10 
year grazing permit renewal 
process, which includes an 
allotment- specific NEPA 
analysis.

Deletion does not change the 
impact analysis and is not 
significant.

Table 2-11 Vegetation 
Resource Uses-Livestock 
Grazing
When grazing permits and 
preference are voluntarily 
relinquished, the allotment or 
portion of the allotment asso-
ciated with the permits within 
the NCA would no longer be 
available for livestock grazing 
over the life of the RMP.

When a grazing permit or 
a portion of the grazing 
preference is voluntarily 
relinquished the allotment 
or portion of the allotment 
associated with the permits 
within the NCA would 
remain available. However, 
upon relinquishment, the 
BLM may determine through 
a site-specific evaluation and 
associated NEPA analysis that 
the public lands within a graz-
ing allotment are better used 
for other purposes.

Based on public comments 
and BLM review for consis-
tency with livestock grazing 
management policies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-2 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
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Table E-2 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-11 Vegetation 
Resource Uses-Livestock 
Grazing
No similar decision

Pursue opportunities to 
conduct scientific evaluations 
of the effects of livestock graz-
ing on tortoise behavior and 
survival, particularly juvenile 
tortoise behavior, growth, and 
survival.

Based on comments from 
USFWS.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-16  Special Status 
Species-Desert Tortoise
Implement the goals, objec-
tives, and management rec-
ommendations identified in 
the Revised Recovery Plan for 
the Mojave Desert Tortoise 
(USFWS 2011), as well as the 
terms and conditions from 
the Biological Opinion for 
the Beaver Dam Wash NCA 
RMP, to assist recovery and 
delisting of the desert tortoise. 
Evaluate the effectiveness of 
management actions through 
monitoring and scientific 
research studies.

Implement the goals, ob-
jectives, and management 
recommendations identi-
fied in the Revised Recovery 
Plan for the Mojave Desert 
Tortoise (USFWS 2011) or 
future revisions, as well as the 
terms and conditions from 
the Biological Opinion for 
the Beaver Dam Wash NCA 
RMP, to assist recovery and 
delisting of the desert tortoise. 
Evaluate the effectiveness of 
management actions through 
monitoring and scientific 
research studies.

Based on USFWS comments. The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-19 BLM Sensitive 
Raptor Species
Authorize the population aug-
mentation of burrowing owls 
and the installation of artifi-
cial nest burrows where doing 
so would not be detrimental 
to the viability of other native 
species.

Allow the population aug-
mentation of burrowing owls 
and the installation of artifi-
cial nest burrows where doing 
so would not be detrimental 
to the viability of other native 
species.

This decision was modi-
fied based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-25 National Historic 
Trails (Old Spanish National 
Historic Trail)
Manage the OST National 
Historic Trail Management 
Corridor as a ROW Exclusion 
area, outside of the designated 
utility and transportation 
corridor through the NCA 
that follows the route of Old 
Highway 91, subject to valid 
existing rights.

No similar decision included 
is in this section.

Management decisions 
related to Lands and Realty 
Management were de-
leted from the Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail 
section, to avoid repetition. 
The decisions are found 
under the Lands and Realty 
Management section of the 
Proposed RMP that apply to 
OST National Historic Trail 
Management Corridor.

The deletion does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis, as the range of alter-
natives related to Lands and 
Realty Management in the 
Old Spanish National Historic 
Trail Management Corridor 
were analyzed in Draft EIS.

Table 2-25 National Historic 
Trails (Old Spanish National 
Historic Trail)
Continue to manage a desig-
nated utility and transporta-
tion corridor through the

No similar decision included 
in this section.

Management decisions 
related to Lands and Realty 
Management were de-
leted from the Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail sec-
tion, to avoid repetition. 

The deletion does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis, as the range of alter-
natives related to Lands and 
Realty Management in the 
Old Spanish National Historic

Table E-2 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

NCA that follows the route 
of Old Highway 91. Establish 
the width of that designated 
corridor to be 100 feet in total 
width, 50 feet from either 
side of the centerline of the 
current highway (total of 
60 acres). Limit new utility 
ROWs to subsurface instal-
lations within that 100 foot 
wide designated corridor to 
minimize the potential for 
development-related impacts 
to OST resources, values, 
uses, and associated setting 
within the OST National 
Historic Trail Management 
Corridor.

The decisions are found 
under the Lands and Realty 
Management section of the 
Proposed RMP that apply to 
OST National Historic Trail 
Management Corridor.

Trail Management Corridor 
were analyzed in Draft EIS.

Table 2-25 National Historic 
Trails (Old Spanish National 
Historic Trail)
To improve the naturalness 
of the setting and the visitor 
experience of the landscape, 
all identified social trails 
and redundant routes within 
OST National Historic Trail 
Management Corridor would 
be closed and rehabilitated 
with native vegetation to trail-
era conditions.
To improve the naturalness 
of the setting and the visitor 
experience of the landscape, 
restore fire-damaged land-
scapes within OST National 
Historic Trail Management 
Corridor with native vegeta-
tion to trail-era conditions.
Utilize objectives, pro-
cesses, and guidance 
from the Comprehensive 
Administration Strategy for 
the Old Spanish National 
Historic Trail to direct future 
studies and associated site 
and route segment-specific 
management plans.

To improve the naturalness 
of the setting and the visitor 
experience of the landscape, 
all identified social trails and 
redundant routes within the 
OST National Historic Trail 
Management Corridor would 
be closed and rehabilitated 
with native vegetation.
To improve the naturalness 
of the setting and the visi-
tor experience of the land-
scape, restore fire-damaged 
landscapes within the OST 
National Historic Trail 
Management Corridor with  
native vegetation.
Use objectives, pro-
cesses, and guidance 
from the Comprehensive 
Administrative Strategy for 
the Old Spanish National 
Historic Trail to direct future 
studies and associated site 
and route segment-specific 
management plans.

This decision was modi-
fied, based on public com-
ments and coordination with 
Washington County.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.
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Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-26 Joshua Tree 
National Natural Landmark
Manage the NNL for public 
visitation targeting nature 
photography, hiking, and 
horseback riding.

Manage the NNL for public 
visitation emphasizing nature 
photography, hiking, and 
horseback riding.

This decision was edited to 
improve its readability.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-27 Visual Resource 
Management
Class IV Objective: Not ap-
plicable to the NCA.

Class IV Objective:
To provide for management 
activities that require major 
modification of the existing 
character of the landscape. 
The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape can 
be high. These management 
activities may dominate the 
view and be the major focus 
of viewer attention. However, 
every attempt should be 
made to minimize the impact 
of these activities through 
careful location, minimal 
disturbance, and repeating 
the basic elements found 
in the predominant natural 
features of the characteristic 
landscape.

This objective was added as 
errata.

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis.

Table 2-31 Recreation and 
Visitor Services
Prohibit the discharge of 
firearms on 58,158 acres of 
designated critical habitat for 
the desert tortoise (pursuant 
to the Recovery Plan 1994, re-
vised 2011), except in the act 
of licensed hunting according 
to state laws during pre-
scribed seasons (Map 3-12).
Discharge of firearms outside 
of critical habitat could be re-
stricted if it is shown to cause 
resource degradation, create 
conflicts with other recreation 
uses, or jeopardizes public 
safety.

Authorize the discharge of 
firearms in the NCA.

This decision was selected, 
based on public comments 
and coordination with 
Cooperating Agencies.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMP/Draft EIS, 
not a significant change.

Table 2-31 Recreation and 
Visitor Services
No similar decision.

Allow hunting dogs to be 
off-leash in the NCA when 
accompanied by a licensed 
hunter in the act of hunt-
ing during official seasons.  
Off-leash hunting dogs must 
be under the control of their 
owner at all times.

This decision was added, 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-2 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-31 Recreation and 
Visitor Services
Designate 38  sites for 
dispersed camping in 
the Frontcountry and 
Backcountry Zones

Designate 46 sites for 
dispersed camping in 
the Frontcountry and 
Backcountry Zones

This change is based on public 
comments and input from 
Cooperating Agencies.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMP/Draft EIS, 
not a significant change.

Table 2-31 Recreation and 
Visitor Services
SRPs for competitive running, 
bicycling, or equestrian events 
could be authorized on roads 
in the NCA if they meet the 
following criteria:

SRPs for competitive running, 
bicycling, or equestrian events 
could be authorized on roads 
and trails in the NCA if they 
meet the following criteria:

This decision was modified, 
based on public comments

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-31 Recreation and 
Visitor Services
Implementation Decisions: 
The remaining Recreation 
Management decisions in 
Table 2-31 are not land-use 
plan decisions; they are im-
plementation decisions. They 
address issues that were raised 
during the planning process 
and have been included to ex-
pose the reader to the general 
management direction being 
proposed for the NCA. These 
decisions provide the frame-
work for the RAMP.

The remaining Recreation 
Management decisions are 
not land-use plan decisions; 
they are implementation 
decisions.  These decisions 
provide the framework for the 
RAMP.

This decision was edited to 
improve clarity, based on pub-
lic comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-33 Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
Use of non-motorized, 
wheeled game carriers to 
retrieve game kills or collect 
antlers would be allowed in 
all areas except designated 
wilderness. Motorized game 
retrieval or antler collection 
would be prohibited.

Use of non-motorized, 
wheeled game carriers to 
retrieve game kills or collect 
antlers would be allowed in 
all areas. The use of motorized 
vehicles to retrieve game kills 
or collect antlers would be 
prohibited in the NCA.

This decision was edited to 
improve its clarity, based on 
public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-33 Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
Where new trail development 
would result in a modification 
of the primary constituent 
elements of designated critical 
habitats, restore an equivalent 
acreage of damaged habitat in 
the NCA through reclamation 
and re-vegetation (with 

Where new trail development 
would result in a modification 
of the primary constituent 
elements of designated criti-
cal habitat for Mojave desert 
tortoise, restore an equivalent 
acreage of damaged habitat 
in the NCA through reclama-
tion and re-vegetation (with 
approved species) of user-
created trails, closed roads, 

This decision was edited to 
improve its clarity, based on 
comments from USFWS.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.
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approved species) of user- 
created trails, closed roads, 
fire-damaged lands, or other 
disturbed areas.

fire-damaged lands, or other 
disturbed areas, in consulta-
tion with USFWS and UDWR

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
Manage public lands in accor-
dance with applicable city and 
county zoning restrictions 
and municipal ordinances (to 
the extent that such restric-
tions and ordinances are 
consistent with the pur-
poses for which the NCA was 
Congressionally-designated), 
as well as other federal laws, 
regulations, and policies, and 
with goals, objectives, and 
management decisions from 
the approved RMP for the 
NCA.

No similar decision This decision was not includ-
ed in Proposed RMP, based 
on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
No similar decision

Any new proposed actions 
must be consistent with the 
established purpose of the 
NCA as identified in OPLMA 
and must be consistent with 
all other federal law, regula-
tion, or policy.

This decision was added, for 
consistency with OPLMA 
and agency policy, as stated in 
BLM Manual 6220, National 
Monuments, National 
Conservation Areas, and 
Similar Designations.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
No similar decision

Consider allowing realty 
authorizations, such as rights-
of-way and permits, outside 
of ROW Exclusion areas, 
only when required for local, 
essential community services 
and when no siting alterna-
tives exist outside the NCA.

This decision was added, for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
No similar decision

While processing ROW 
renewals, in accordance with 
all applicable law and policy, 
BLM will work with holders 
of existing ROWs to consider 
new, additional, or modified 
terms and conditions to mini-
mize impacts to the NCA’s 
values.

This decision was added, for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
No similar decision

Manage acquired lands in 
conformance with RMP deci-
sions for Lands and Realty 
Management. 

This decision was added, for 
consistency with OPLMA 
and agency policy, as stated in 
BLM Manual 6220, National 
Monuments, National 
Conservation Areas, and 
Similar Designations.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-2 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
Exclusion area: 63,420 acres

Exclusion areas: (areas which 
are not available for location
of ROWs under any condi-
tions) 63,352 acres

This decision was edited for 
clarity and modified for con-
sistency with agency policy, 
as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations. 

Alternative C analyzed man-
agement of 63,480 acres for 
Exclusion, a larger area than 
identified in the Proposed 
RMP. The change does not 
require modifications to the 
impact analysis and does not 
meet the regulatory defini-
tion of significance, based on 
scope or intensity.

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
Avoidance area: 0 acres

Avoidance areas: 128 acres
Establish the width of the 
avoidance area which paral-
lels Old Highway 91 through 
the NCA as 200 feet in total 
width, 100 feet from either 
side of the centerline of the 
highway and limit new ROWs 
to subsurface installations;
While considering a new 
proposed ROW application, 
the BLM will: consider all 
feasible options for routing 
or siting the ROW outside of 
the NCA; ensure consistency 
of the ROW with the estab-
lished purpose of the NCA, as 
identified in OPLMA; ensure 
that new ROWs share, paral-
lel, or adjoin existing ROWs; 
apply special stipulations and 
mitigation measures within 
avoidance areas consistent 
with VRM objectives and the 
purpose of the NCA; autho-
rize new ROWs only when 
the project-specific NEPA 
analysis indicates that the 
construction and operation of 
the facility would not result 
in the take of federally-listed 
species; the adverse modifi-
cation of designated critical 
habitats; or adverse effects 
to NRHP-listed or eligible 
properties and the following 
criteria are met: construc-
tion could be accomplished 
through methods that 
minimize new surface distur-
bances and resource impacts; 
new ROW access roads not 
required, existing ROW

This decision was edited for 
clarity and modified for con-
sistency with agency policy, 
as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

Alternative A analyzed man-
agement of 63,284 acres for 
Avoidance, a larger area than 
identified in the Proposed 
RMP. The change does not 
require modifications to the 
impact analysis and does not 
meet the regulatory defini-
tion of significance, based on 
scope or intensity.
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Table E-2 Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

access roads would not be 
permanently widened or 
upgraded; temporary enlarge-
ments or modifications would 
be rehabilitated immediately, 
off-road travel by motorized 
vehicles not required.

Table 2-34 Lands and Realty
Designated ROW Corridor:
60 acres
Continue to manage a desig-
nated utility and transporta-
tion corridor through the 
NCA that follows the route 
of Old Highway 91 from 
the Arizona state line to the 
Shivwits Indian Reservation.
Establish the width of that 
designated corridor to be 
100 feet in total width, 50 
feet from either side of the 
centerline of the current 
highway. Limit new utility 
ROWs to subsurface instal-
lations within that 100 foot 
wide designated corridor, 
to protect the scenic quali-
ties of the NCA and the OST 
Management Corridor from 
visual intrusions.

Designated ROW Corridor: 
0 acres

This decision was modi-
fied for consistency with 
agency policy, as stated in 
BLM Manual 6220, National 
Monuments, National 
Conservation Areas, and 
Similar Designations.

Alternative C analyzed the 
revocation of the designated 
utility and transportation cor-
ridor that follows the route of 
Old Highway 91 through the 
NCA, subject to valid existing 
rights, to protect public land 
resource values. The change 
does not require modifica-
tions to the impact analysis 
and does not meet the regula-
tory definition of significance, 
based on scope or intensity.

Table 2-34  Lands and Realty
Designate the NCA as an 
Avoidance area for site-type 
leases and ROWs. New site-
type leases and ROWS could 
only be authorized if the fol-
lowing criteria are met:
a) Locations outside the 
NCA are not feasible to serve 
the purpose of the lease or 
ROW; b) Co-location within 
an existing site facility is not 
feasible to serve the purpose 
of the lease or ROW; 
c) Proposal would be in 
conformance with area VRM 
Class;
d) Proposal would not result 
in adverse impacts to NCA 
resource values.

Designate the NCA as an 
Exclusion area for site-type 
leases and ROWs.

This decision was modfied for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

Alternative C analyzed man-
agement of 63,480 acres for 
Exclusion to all new ROWs. 
The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-46 Special Status 
Plant Species-Including 
Threatened, Endangered, 
Candidate, and Species 
Proposed for Listing under 
ESA
Goal
Shivwits milkvetch 
(Astragalus ampullarioides) 
populations in the NCA are 
stable or increasing, helping 
to assist the recovery and 
delisting of this endemic 
Washington County native 
plant species.

Goal
Shivwits milkvetch 
(Astragalus ampullarioides) 
populations in the NCA are 
stable or increasing, helping 
to assist the recovery and 
delisting of this endemic 
Washington County native 
plant species.
Critical habitat and suitable 
habitat are conserved, pro-
tected, and restored to sup-
port species expansion and 
persistence that will sustain 
viable populations.

Based on USFWS comments The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-46 Special Status Plant 
Species-Including Threatened, 
Endangered, Candidate, and 
Species Proposed for Listing 
under ESA
Objective
Implement management 
actions to conserve, protect, 
and restore habitat for the 
Shivwits milkvetch.

Objective
Implement management 
actions to conserve, protect, 
and restore habitat for the 
Shivwits milkvetch.
Protect and restore habitats 
for Shivwits milkvetch, to 
control detrimental non-
native species, and to re-
establish extirpated popula-
tions or augment declining 
populations, as necessary, to 
sustain viable populations in 
the NCA.

Based on USFWS comments The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-46 Special Status 
Plant Species-Including 
Threatened, Endangered, 
Candidate, and Species 
Proposed for Listing under 
ESA
Management Actions
Monitor identified popula-
tions of Shivwits milkvetch 
populations within the NCA 
in coordination with USFWS.
Conduct botanical invento-
ries of areas within the NCA 
where appropriate soil types 
are present that comprise 
suitable Shivwits milkvetch 
habitat.
Use protective measures such 
as natural barriers, fencing, 
signing, and trail designation

Management Actions
Monitor identified popula-
tions of Shivwits milkvetch 
populations within the NCA 
in coordination with USFWS.
Conduct botanical invento-
ries of areas within the NCA 
where appropriate soil types 
are present that comprise 
suitable Shivwits milkvetch 
habitat.
Use protective measures such 
as natural barriers, fencing, 
signing, and trail designation 
to protect populations of and 
habitat for Shivwits milkvetch
Evaluate the effectiveness of 
management actions through 
monitoring and scientific 
research.

Based on USFWS comments The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
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Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

to protect populations of 
and habitat for Shivwits 
milkvetch.
Table 2-46 Special Status 
Plant Species-Including 
Threatened, Endangered, 
Candidate, and Species 
Proposed for Listing under 
ESA
Scientific Research
Pursue opportunities to 
complete detailed soil surveys 
in the NCA to assist in the 
identification of areas that 
could support populations of 
Shivwits milkvetch.
Pursue opportunities to 
collect data on the timing, 
frequency, and duration of 
precipitation events and how 
these influence persistence 
and expansion of Shivwits 
milkvetch populations.
Pursue opportunities for 
scientific research that focuses 
on developing cost-effective 
methods to restore biological 
soil crusts in disturbed and 
fire-altered arid ecosystems 
to facilitate the re-establish-
ment of Shivwits milkvetch 
populations.
Pursue opportunities for 
scientific research that focuses 
on the species of native bees 
or other pollinators that help 
to ensure reproduction within 
Shivwits milkvetch popula-
tions and gene flow between 
populations.

Scientific Research
Pursue opportunities to 
complete detailed soil surveys 
in the NCA to assist in the 
identification of areas that 
could support populations of 
Shivwits milkvetch.
Pursue opportunities to 
collect data on the timing, 
frequency, and duration of 
precipitation events and how 
these influence persistence 
and expansion of Shivwits 
milkvetch populations.
Pursue opportunities for 
scientific research that focuses 
on developing cost-effective 
methods to restore biological 
soil crusts in disturbed and 
fire-altered arid ecosystems 
to facilitate the re-establish-
ment of Shivwits milkvetch 
populations.
Pursue opportunities for 
scientific research that focuses 
on the species of native bees 
or other pollinators that help 
to ensure reproduction within 
Shivwits milkvetch popula-
tions and gene flow between 
populations.
Research is supported that in-
creases the knowledge of the 
species and the understand-
ing of ecosystem processes, 
natural cycles, and anthro-
pogenic factors that may 
influence population trends 
and predicted climate change 
scenarios.

Based on USFWS comments The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-50 Special Status 
Species-Desert Tortoise
Implement the goals, objec-
tives, and management rec-
ommendations identified in 
the Revised Recovery Plan for 
the Mojave Desert Tortoise 
(USFWS 2011), as well as the

Implement the goals, objec-
tives, and management rec-
ommendations identified in 
the Revised Recovery Plan for 
the Mojave Desert Tortoise 
(USFWS 2011) or future revi-
sions, as well as the

Based on USFWS comments. The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

terms and conditions from 
the Biological Opinion for the 
Red Cliffs NCA RMP, to assist 
recovery and delisting of the 
desert tortoise. Evaluate the 
effectiveness of management 
actions through monitoring 
and scientific research studies.

terms and conditions from 
the Biological Opinion for the 
Red Cliffs NCA RMP, to assist 
recovery and delisting of the 
desert tortoise. Evaluate the 
effectiveness of management 
actions through monitoring 
and scientific research studies.

Table 2-50 Red Cliffs NCA 
Special Status Species-Desert 
Tortoise
No similar decision

BLM will work collaboratively 
with local, state, and federal 
partners to accomplish the 
goals and objectives of the 
Washington County HCP and 
Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.

Based on coordination with 
Washington County.

Analyzed under Alternative 
A, No Action.  The change 
does not require new or 
modified impacts analysis and 
is not significant.

Table 2-51 Special Status 
Fish Species-Woundfin 
Minnow and Virgin River 
Chub
Authorize the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of woundfin 
minnow and Virgin River 
chub into suitable habitats in 
the NCA.

Allow the reintroduction, 
translocation, and population 
augmentation of woundfin 
minnow and Virgin River 
chub into current and historic 
habitats in the NCA, in co-
ordination with USFWS and 
UDWR, subject to guidance 
provided by BLM 6840 policy 
and existing or future MOUs.

The decision was modified 
based on public comments, 
USFWS comments, and co-
ordination with Cooperating 
Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-58 Red Cliffs NCA 
Other Fish and Wildlife 
Species
Ensure that all existing and 
proposed livestock water 
troughs include escape lad-
ders for game birds.

No similar decision. The decision was deleted, 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-59 Heritage 
Resources
Prohibit geocaching in all ar-
cheological sites in the White 
Reef Heritage Area.

Prohibit geocaching in all ar-
cheological sites and historic 
period sites in the White Reef 
Heritage Area

This decision was modified 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-59 Heritage 
Resources
Prohibit geocaching in all 
archeological sites in the 
Babylon Heritage Area

Prohibit geocaching in all 
fossil localities, archeological 
sites, and historic period sites 
in the Babylon Heritage Area

This decision was modified 
based on public comments

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-62 Visual Resource 
Management
Manage the NCA as follows:
VRM Class I: 19,989 acres
VRM Class II: 21,034 acres
VRM Class III: 3,652 acres
VRM Class IV: 184 acres

Manage the NCA as follows:
VRM Class I: 19,989 acres
VRM Class II: 20,719 acres
VRM Class III:  3,968acres
VRM Class IV: 183 acres

This decision was modified, 
based on public comments 
and BLM review.

The changes in acreage are 
small, do not require modifi-
cations to the impact analysis, 
and do not meet the regula-
tory definition of significance, 
based on scope or intensity.
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Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-65 Recreation and 
Visitor Services
Allow hunting dogs to be 
off-leash in the NCA when 
accompanied by a licensed 
hunter in the act of hunting 
during official seasons.

Allow hunting dogs to be 
off-leash in the NCA when 
accompanied by a licensed 
hunter in the act of hunt-
ing during official seasons.  
Off-leash hunting dogs must 
be under the control of their 
owner at all times.

This decision was modified, 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-65 Recreation and 
Visitor Services
Implementation Decisions
Develop primitive camping 
facilities at the Sand Cove 
Primitive Camping Area, 
limited to designated walk-
in campsites. Each campsite 
would include, but is not 
limited to:
a) A visible marker that 
clearly delineates the location 
as a designated campsite;
b) A metal campfire 
container.

Develop camping facilities 
at the Sand Cove Primitive 
Camping Area. Development 
would include:
a) A visible marker that 
clearly delineates the location 
as a designated campsite;
b) A metal campfire 
container;
c) A vault toilet;
d) Vehicle access 
improvements;
e) A kiosk for displaying 
interpretive and regulatory 
information.

This decision was modified, 
based on public comments.

Analyzed under Alternative D 
of the Draft RMP/Draft EIS, 
The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table  2-66 Recreation 
Management Zone 
Descriptions
Rural Zone
No similar decision.
Frontcountry Zone
No similar decision.
Backcountry Zone
No similar decision.

Rural Zone
Pets must be on leash
Frontcountry Zone
Pets must be on leash.
Backcountry Zone
Pets must be on leash.

This decision was added, 
based on public comments.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-65  and Table 2-67 
Recreation and Visitor 
Services and Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
Where new trail develop-
ment would result in surface 
disturbance in designated 
critical habitats, restore acre-
age of similar quality habitat 
at a 1:1 ratio. Restoration 
methods and adequacy would 
be determined by BLM in 
consultation with USFWS. 
Such methods could include, 
but are not limited to, 

Where new trail development 
would result in modification 
of the primary constituent 
elements of designated critical 
habitat for the Mojave desert 
tortoise, restore an equivalent 
acreage of damaged habitat 
in the NCA through reclama-
tion and revegetation (with 
approved species) of user-
created trails, closed roads, 
fire-damaged lands, or other 
disturbed areas, in consulta-
tion with the USFWS and 
UDWR.

This decision was modified to 
clarify, based on comments 
from USFWS.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

reclamation and re-vegetation 
with approved native species 
or native species cultivars on 
linear disturbances, fire-dam-
aged lands, or other disturbed 
areas.
Table 2-68 Lands and Realty
No similar decision.

“(h) EFFECT.—Nothing in 
this section prohibits the 
authorization of the develop-
ment of utilities within the 
National Conservation Area 
if the development is carried 
out in accordance with—(1) 
each utility development 
protocol described in the 
habitat conservation plan; 
and (2) any other applicable 
law (including regulations)” 
(OPLMA Section 1974 (h)).

This decision was added 
for Lands and Realty 
Management, to comply with 
OPLMA mandate regarding 
the development of utilities in 
the NCA.

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty
No similar decision

BLM will work collabora-
tively with local, state, and 
federal partners to accomplish 
the goals and the objectives 
of the Washington County 
HCP and its implementation 
agreement.

New decision added, based 
on coordination with 
Washington County and the 
State of Utah.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty
No similar decision.

Manage acquired lands in 
conformance with RMP 
Decisions for Lands and 
Realty Management. 

This decision was added for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty
No similar decision.

Any new proposed actions 
must be consistent with the 
established purpose of the 
NCA as identified in OPLMA 
and must be consistent with 
all other federal law, regula-
tion or policy.

This decision was added for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty
No similar decision.

Consider allowing realty 
authorizations, such as rights-
of-way grants and permits, 
outside of ROW exclusion 
areas, only when required for 
local, essential community 
services and when no siting 
alternatives exist outside the 
NCA.

This decision was added for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty
No similar decision.

Existing ROWs will be main-
tained in accordance with the 
respective ROS grant or other 
applicable authorization

This decision was added for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of
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Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

through the end of the de-
fined term.  While processing 
ROW renewals, in accordance 
with applicable law and 
policy, BLM will work with 
holders of existing ROWs to 
consider new, additional, or 
modified terms and condi-
tions to minimize impacts to 
NCA resource values.

National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty 
Exclusion area: 41,023 acres

Exclusion areas: (areas which 
are not available for location 
of ROWs under any condi-
tions, including all designated 
wilderness within the NCA): 
38,472 acres

This decision was added for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

Alternative C analyzed man-
agement of 44, 808 acres for 
Exclusion, a larger area than 
identified in the Proposed 
RMP. The change does not 
require modifications to the 
impact analysis and does not 
meet the regulatory defini-
tion of significance, based on 
scope or intensity.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty 
Avoidance area: 3,652 acres
In ROW Avoidance areas, 
new ROWs could be autho-
rized only if the project-spe-
cific NEPA analysis indicates 
that the construction and 
operation of the facility would 
not result in the incidental 
take of federally-listed species; 
the adverse modification of 
designated critical habitats; or 
adverse effects to NRHP listed 
or eligible properties, and if 
the following criteria are met:
a) Facility design and place-
ment would avoid or result 
in minimal impacts on other 
NCA resources and values, 
including the scenic qualities 
of the NCA.
b) Facility construction could 
be accomplished through 
methods that minimize new 
surface disturbances and 
resource impacts, such as he-
licopter placement of towers;
c) New access roads would 
not be required for facility 
construction, operation, and 
maintenance;

Avoidance areas: : 6,367 acres
While considering a new 
proposed ROW application, 
to the greatest extent possible, 
the BLM will: consider all 
feasible options for routing or 
siting the ROW outside of the 
NCA; and ensure consistency 
of the ROW with established 
purpose of the NCA as identi-
fied in OPLMA; ensure that 
new ROWs share, parallel, 
or adjoining existing ROWs; 
apply special stipulations  and 
mitigation measures within 
avoidance areas consistent 
with VRM objectives and 
the purposes of the NCA; 
authorize new ROWs only 
if the project-specific NEPA 
analysis indicates that the 
construction and operation of 
the facility would not result 
in the take of federally-listed 
species; the adverse modifi-
cation of designated critical 
habitats; or adverse effects 
to NRHP-listed or eligible 
properties and the following 
criteria are met:
1) construction could be ac-
complished through methods

This decision was added for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

Alternative A analyzed man-
agement of 24,686 acres for 
Avoidance, a larger area than 
identified in the Proposed 
RMP. The change does not 
require modifications to the 
impact analysis and does not 
meet the regulatory defini-
tion of significance, based on 
scope or intensity.

Table E-3 Red Cliffs National Conservation Area
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

d) Existing access roads 
would not be permanently 
widened or upgraded for 
facility construction, op-
eration, and maintenance; 
temporary enlargements or 
modifications
to existing access routes 
needed during construction 
would be rehabilitated im-
mediately after construction is 
completed;
e) Facility construction, 
operations, and maintenance 
would not require off-road
travel by motorized vehicles.

that minimize new surface 
disturbances and resource 
impacts;
2) new ROW access roads for 
construction, operation, and 
maintenance;
3) existing ROW access roads 
would not be permanently 
widened or upgraded for 
construction, operation, and 
maintenance of facilities; 
temporary enlargements or 
modifications to existing 
access routes needed during 
construction must rehabili-
tated immediately after con-
struction is completed; and 
4) construction, operations, 
and maintenance of facilities 
would not require off-road 
travel by motorized vehicles.

Table 2-68 Lands and Realty 
Retain the existing designated 
ROW corridors along SR 18 
and I-15 (total of 183 acres) 
through the NCA.

Designated ROW Corridor: 
20 acres
Retain the existing corridor 
along SR-18 through the NCA 
(150 feet either side of center-
line on the road)

This decision was added for 
consistency with agency pol-
icy, as stated in BLM Manual 
6220, National Monuments, 
National Conservation Areas, 
and Similar Designations.

Alternative A, B, and D ana-
lyzed the impacts associated 
with the retention of existing 
designated corridors along SR 
18 and I-15. The change does 
not require modifications to 
the impact analysis and does 
not meet the regulatory defi-
nition of significance, based 
on scope or intensity.
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4.0 Errata

4.1 Chapter 3

Section 3.14.1.1, Special Designations Not Present in the NCAs, page 424, Affected Environment for the Beaver Dam 
Wash NCA added the following new section at the end:

 ▶ Release of Wilderness Study Areas – Completion of the FLPMA section 603 process in Washington County, 
Utah
 ▶ OPLMA (Subtitle O, at Sec. 1972. Wilderness Areas), Congress provided the following direction regarding the 
study of lands for wilderness designation under section 603 of FLPMA;

“(c) RELEASE OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS.—

(1) FINDING.—Congress finds that, for the purposes of section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1782), the public land in the County administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management has been adequately studied for wilderness designation.

(2) RELEASE.—Any public land described in paragraph (1) that is not designated as wilderness by subsec-
tion (a)(1)—

(A) is no longer subject to section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1782(c)); and

(B) shall be managed in accordance with applicable law and the land management plans adopted under sec-
tion 202 of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1712).”

Section 3.33.2.3 - Western yellow-billed cuckoo:
 ▶ Deleted: “The riparian zones along the Virgin River and Leeds and Quail Creeks do not provide the size or qual-
ity of habitats preferred by these birds for nesting or foraging.”

3.0 Comparison of Alternative B Presented in the Draft Amendment and the Proposed Amendment/Final EIS
Table E-4 St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendment

Alternative B of Draft NCA 
RMPs

Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

purpose of parking or 
camping.
Monitor this use on a con-
tinuing basis. If monitoring 
results show degradation of 
natural resources within the 
100 foot corridor, this option 
could be revoked by the Field 
Office Manager. Such revoca-
tions could be area-wide or 
site-specific.

camping.

Table 2-72 Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
Use of non-motorized, 
wheeled game carriers to 
retrieve game kills or collect 
antlers would be allowed in 
all areas except designated 
wilderness. Motorized game 
retrieval or antler collection 
would be prohibited.

Use of non-motorized, 
wheeled game carriers to 
retrieve game kills or collect 
antlers would be allowed in 
all areas except designated 
wilderness. Use of motorized 
vehicles for game retrieval 
or antler collection would be 
prohibited.

Decision modified, based on 
public comments.

The removal/additions do not 
result in any changes to the 
impact analysis and are not 
significant.

Table E-4 St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendment
Alternative B of Draft NCA 

RMPs
Proposed RMPs Reason for Change Significance

Table 2-72 Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
The BLM would coordinate 
transportation management 
with adjacent federal agencies, 
state and local governments, 
and authorized users.

The BLM would coordinate 
transportation management 
with adjacent federal agencies, 
American Indian Tribes, state 
and local governments, and 
authorized users.

Decision modified, based on 
public comments.

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis and is not significant.

Table 2-72 Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
No similar objective.

The BLM shall comply with 
OPLMA Sec. 1977 (b)(2) 
which states the following:
(2) SCOPE; CONTENTS.—In 
developing the travel man-
agement plan, the Secretary 
shall—
(A) in consultation with ap-
propriate Federal agencies, 
State, tribal, and local govern-
mental entities (including the 
County and St. George City, 
Utah), and the public, identify 
1 or more alternatives for a 
northern transportation route 
in the County;
(B) ensure that the travel 
management plan contains a 
map that depicts the trail; and
(C) designate a system of 
areas, roads, and trails for me-
chanical and motorized use.

This objective was added to 
comply with legislative man-
date from OPLMA and based 
on public comments and co-
ordination with Cooperating 
Agencies.

The change does not require 
modifications to the impact 
analysis and does not meet 
the regulatory definition of 
significance, based on scope 
or intensity.

Table 2-72 Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
Upon completion of the TMP, 
all acres under Limited to 
Existing category will shift 
to the Limited to Designated 
category.

Upon completion of the TMP, 
all acres under Limited to 
Existing category will shift 
to the Limited to Designated 
Roads and Trails category.

Decision modified, based on 
public comments.

The addition does not result 
in any changes to the impact 
analysis and is not significant.

Table 2-72 Comprehensive 
Travel and Transportation 
Management
In areas designated as Limited 
to Existing or Limited to 
Designated, allow motorized 
vehicles to pull off of a route 
up to 100 feet to either side of 
the route centerline for the 

In areas designated as Limited 
to Existing or Limited to 
Designated Roads and Trails, 
allow motorized vehicles to 
pull off of a route up to 100 
feet to either side of the route 
centerline for the purpose of 
parking or camping, except in 
areas designated as closed to

Decision modified, based on 
public comments.

The removal/additions do not 
result in any changes to the 
impact analysis and are not 
significant.

Table E-4 St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendment
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Best Management Practices for Management Actions
This appendix provides a list of common best management practices, standard operating procedures, and condi-
tions of approval that are routinely applied to projects and management activities on public lands. Best management 
practices are mitigation measures applied on a site-specific basis to avoid, minimize, reduce, rectify, or compensate 
for adverse environmental or social impacts. They are applied to management actions to aid in achieving desired out-
comes for safe, environmentally responsible resource development, by preventing, minimizing, or mitigating adverse 
impacts and reducing conflicts. Best management practices can also be proposed by project applicants for activities 
on public lands (e.g., trail construction). Best management practices not incorporated into the permit application by 
the applicant but may be considered and evaluated through the environmental review process and incorporated into 
the use authorization as conditions of approval or right-of-way stipulations. 

Standard operating procedures (SOPs) are examples of established guidelines that are followed by the BLM in carry-
ing out management activities on public lands. Examples of Conditions of Approval are also included here, as stipula-
tions such as these are often incorporated into use authorization or rights-of-way grants. Additional best management 
practices, SOPs and conditions of approval could be developed to meet resource objectives on the basis of local condi-
tions and resource specific concerns.

1.0 Soils 

1.1 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Loosen compacted subsoil if needed by ripping to appropriate depth depending on site specific conditions. 
 ▶ Consider hydrologic setting and existing hydrologic features in project design and layout 
 ▶ Minimize soil exposure to erosional forces of wind and water by waiting until just before beginning construction 
to clear vegetation and to disturb the soil. 
 ▶ Minimize the area of bare soil within the approved work zone as much as possible. 
 ▶ Where applicable, cover entrances of construction sites with gravel to prevent trucks from tracking sediment 
from the construction site onto roads. This sediment will eventually end up clogging roadway drainage systems 
or settling into wetlands. 
 ▶ Protect and maximize existing native vegetation and natural forest/rangeland floor, thereby reducing impervious 
areas on the site. 
 ▶ Disperse stormwater to areas of undisturbed forest/rangeland floor wherever possible, rather than concentrating 
it into channels. 
 ▶ Determine the volume of available topsoil existing on the site. Topsoil shall be spread at a minimum compacted 
depth of 4 inches (or as appropriate determined by soil type). 
 ▶ Stockpile topsoil so that it meets specifications and does not interfere with work on the site. 
 ▶ Allow sufficient time in scheduling for topsoil to be spread and bonded with the subsoil prior to seeding, sod-
ding, or planting. 

1.2 Conditions of Approval 
 ▶ When saturated soil conditions exist on or along the right-of-way, construction shall be halted until soil material 
dries out sufficiently for construction to proceed without undue damage and erosion to the right-of-way. 
 ▶ All construction and travel on the road and right-of-way shall stop until soils dry if ruts greater than three 
inches are formed by vehicles and equipment. 
 ▶ The grant holder shall provide satisfactory reclamation of all sites disturbed by their activity. This may include 
installation of additional erosion control devices and seeding at the discretion of the BLM Authorized Officer. 

Storm water - BMPs identified in the Storm Water Management Plan shall be in place prior to any earth-dis-
turbing activity. Additional BMPs will be installed as determined necessary by the BLM Authorized Officer. All 
temporary BMPs shall be removed once site stabilization and reclamation efforts have been deemed successful by 
the BLM Authorized Officer. 

Section 3.45.1.4 - Shivwits Milkvetch, Page 580 “Plant densities monitored over the past 10 years at the Pahcoon 
Spring Wash and Harrisburg Bench Study Sites (Searles and Yates 2010) suggest that Shivwits milkvetch populations 
have varied considerably from year to year, primarily due to precipitation, but that populations appear to be stable.” 

 ▶ Added: The population trends for the species are uncertain at this time.

4.2 Chapter 4

Table 4-17, Type of Nonmarket Values Associated with the BDWNCA; page 726 of the Draft EIS, the following wild-
life species have been added:

 ▶ golden eagle, peregrine falcon, gambel's quail, mule deer, mountain lion, bobcat, kit fox, coyote, jackrabbit, cot-
tontail rabbit, Mojave rattlesnake, and sidewinder rattlesnake.

Section 4.34.2.7, top of page 789 of the DEIS, the following language has been modified in Chapter 4:
 ▶ "Data collected by UDWR indicate that areas within the corridor that are below 1,200 meters in elevation 
and have less than 45 degree of slope support average adult tortoise population densities of 16.5 tortoises/
km2(UDWR 2011). Estimates of adult tortoise numbers (excluding juveniles, immatures, and subadults) in this 
area would range from 158 to 208 tortoises that could be impacted by developments or construction within the 
proposed utility and transportation corridor, although this number could be substantially higher."

4.3 Additions to References

(Clawson 2000), Clawson, R.L.. 2000. “Implementation of a Recovery Plan for the Endangered Indiana Bat.” (paper 
presented at conference Bat Conservation and Mining: A Technical Interactive Forum, St. Louis, Missouri, November 
14-16, 2000). Accessed January 5, 2016. http://www.osmre.gov/resources/library/proceedings/2000BatConservation
MiningForum.pdf

(Jacobs and Logan Simpson Design 2012), Jacobs and Logan Simpson Design, 2012.  Washington Parkway Study 
Integration of East-West Transportation Needs with Conservation Objectives for Desert Tortoise in Washington 
County, Utah. Prepared for Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization, Utah Department of Transportation, 
Washington County, City of St. George, and Washington City.  Unpublished report on file with Dixie Metropolitan 
Planning Organization and BLM-St. George Field Office.

(Halterman, Johnson, Holmes, and Laymon 2015), Halterman, M., M. J. Johnson, J.A. Holmes and S.A. Laymon. 
2015. “A Natural History Summary and Survey Protocol for the Western Distinct Population Segment of the Yellow-
billed Cuckoo:  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Techniques and Methods.” Accessed  January 6.  http://www.fws.gov/
southwest/es/Documents/R2ES/YBCU_SurveyProtocol_FINAL_DRAFT_22Apr2015.pdf

(Romin and Muck 2002), Romin, L. and J. Muck. 2002. “Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from 
Human and Land Use Disturbances.” Salt Lake City: U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

(USFWS 2015a) See Table 2-14 as not listed in DEIS

(USFWF 2015b), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2015. “Memorandum of Understanding among U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service,  (Regions 2, 6, 8); Bureau of Land Management, Arizona and Utah State Offices; U.S. Forest Service, 
Kaibab National Forest; National Park Service, Grand Canyon  and Zion National Parks and Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area; Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians; Navajo Nation Department of Fish and Game; Arizona Game and 
Fish Department; Utah Division of Natural Resources; The Peregrine Fund; and the Arizona Center for Nature 
Conservation/Phoenix Zoo To Promote Recovery of the California Condor in the Southwest.” Sacramento, CA: 
Author.

(USFWS 2015c), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2015. “Guidelines for the Identification of suitable habitat for western 
yellow-billed cuckoo in Utah.” Salt Lake City: Utah Ecological Services Field Office.

APPENDIX E
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 ▶ Grade road surfaces only as often as necessary to maintain a stable running surface and to retain the original 
surface drainage. 
 ▶ Avoid cutting the toe of cut slopes when grading roads or pulling ditches. 
 ▶ Provide for erosion-resistant surface drainage by adding necessary drainage facilities and armoring prior to fall 
rain or snow. When erosion is anticipated, sediment barriers shall be constructed to slow runoff, allow deposi-
tion of sediment, and prevent sediment from leaving the site. In addition, straining or filtration mechanisms 
may also contribute to sediment removal from runoff. 
 ▶ Avoid grading sections of road that do not need maintenance, as this elevates sediment production from the 
newly disturbed surface. Raise the blade where grading is not needed. 
 ▶ Remove berms from the outside edge or roads where runoff is channeled. 
 ▶ Leave abandoned roads in a condition that provides adequate drainage without further maintenance. Close 
these roads to traffic, reseed and/or scarify, and, if necessary, re-contour and provide cross ditches or drain dips. 
 ▶ Cross stream channels at right angles if at all possible. 
 ▶ Concentrate right-of-way actions adjacent to stream courses as far landward as safety allows. 
 ▶ Remove all temporary stream crossings immediately after use and cross-ditch the ends of skid trails/two tracks/
right-of-ways to mitigate erosion from disturbed areas. 
 ▶ Place all excess material removed by maintenance operations in safe disposal sites and stabilize these sites to 
prevent erosion. Avoid locations where erosion will carry materials into a stream. 
 ▶ Evaluate potential effects of stream crossings/channel work on existing structures such as culverts, bridges, 
buried cables, pipelines, and irrigation flumes prior to construction activities to identify and mitigate foreseen 
impacts. 
 ▶ When designing protective/mitigation measures, consider the changes that may occur in the watershed hy-
drology and sedimentation over the design life of the measure. Moreover, design and construct roads that are 
self-maintaining and consider using road surfacing, such as gravel. Design and construct stream crossings that 
handle the 100-year flood, and consider culvert and bridge designs that facilitate aquatic life passage. 
 ▶ Exclude livestock and vehicles from spring sources and riparian areas in which on site evaluation and/or moni-
toring data indicate degrading conditions. 
 ▶ Exclude livestock, wildlife, and vehicles from developed spring sources. 
 ▶ Stabilize and maintain grades in natural or artificial channels to prevent the formation and advancement of gullies. 
 ▶ Utilize erosion control structures including but not limited to head-cut lay-backs, zuni-bowls, check dams, and 
sediment basins to retain soils in highly erodible areas and protect water quality. 
 ▶ Use vegetation or structures to stabilize and protect banks of streams, lakes, or excavated channels against scour 
and erosion. 
 ▶ Manage and manipulate invasive stands of brush and weeds on forest, range, pasture land by mechanical, chemi-
cal, or biological means or by prescribed burning to improve watershed function and condition. 
 ▶ Reduce soil erosion and sediment delivery to surface waters by protecting, maintaining, and reestablishing desir-
able vegetative communities in areas of highly erodible or critically eroding soils. 
 ▶ Utilize mechanical treatment methods to roughen and aerate soils in degraded sites identified for reclamation. 
 ▶ Avoid alteration of natural hydrologic function and condition in source areas for springs, seeps, and fens. 
Relocate surface-disturbing activities away from these sensitive areas as site conditions warrant. 
 ▶ Restore modified or damaged streams as close as practicable to natural conditions using bioengineering tech-
niques to protect banks, and to reestablish riparian vegetation. 
 ▶ Maintain to the greatest extent practicable natural flow rates and chemical and physical properties of surface and 
groundwater during work within stream channels, floodplains, and/or riparian areas. 
 ▶ Low water crossings will be constructed at original streambed elevation in a manner that prevents any blockage 
or restriction of the existing channel. Material removed will be stockpiled for use in reclamation of the crossings. 

 ▶ Topsoil shall be conserved during excavation and reused as cover on disturbed areas to facilitate regrowth of veg-
etation. Topsoil shall only be used for reclamation and shall not be used to bed or pad the pipe during backfilling. 
 ▶ The operator shall provide timely year-round road maintenance and cleanup on roads. A regular schedule for 
maintenance shall include, but not be limited to, crown or slope reconstruction, blading, ditch, culvert and 
catchment cleaning, road surface replacement, and dust abatement. When rutting within the traveled way 
becomes greater than three inches, blading, and/or gravelling shall be conducted as approved by the BLM 
Authorized Officer.
 ▶ The grantee shall construct water bars, kicker dikes, ditch breaks, pocking, or other erosion control techniques, 
on all of the right-of-way, as directed by the BLM Authorized Officer. The water bars or dikes shall be construct-
ed across the full width of the disturbed area.
 ▶ Disturbed portions of the right-of-way surface shall be left rough and not smoothed to facilitate seed germina-
tion and seedling survival.
 ▶ Topsoil segregation will not occur when soils are saturated or frozen unless special authorization is granted by 
the BLM Authorized Officer.
 ▶ Soil or loam that is stored or stockpiled during construction shall be handled in a way to preserve soil quantity 
and natural soil properties and productivity.
 ▶ The face of cut/fill slopes will be stabilized and the face of all graded slopes shall be protected from surface run-
off until they are stabilized.
 ▶ The face of the slope shall not be subject to any concentrated flows of surface water such as from natural drain-
age ways, graded swales, and downspouts.
 ▶ Subsurface drainage shall be provided where necessary to intercept seepage that would otherwise adversely af-
fect slope stability or create excessively wet site conditions.
 ▶ Slopes shall not be created so close to property lines as to endanger adjoining properties without adequate pro-
tection against sedimentation, erosion, slippage, settlement, subsidence or other related damages.
 ▶ All disturbed areas shall be stabilized structurally or with vegetation in compliance with the appropriate BMPs. 
 ▶ All graded or disturbed areas including slopes shall be protected during clearing and construction in accordance 
with the approved erosion and sediment control plan until they are adequately stabilized.
 ▶ All erosion and sediment control practices and measures shall be constructed, applied, and maintained in ac-
cordance with the approved erosion and sediment control plan.
 ▶ Frozen material or soft, mucky, or highly compressible materials shall not be incorporated into fill slopes or 
structural fills.
 ▶ Any sign of rill or gully erosion shall be immediately investigated and repaired as needed or requested by the 
authorizing officer.
 ▶ Fall and winter erosion control measures must be upgraded and refined to protect the site from spring runoff 
and snowmelt.
 ▶ Topsoil stripping shall be confined to the immediate construction areas. A 4 to 6-inch stripping depth is com-
mon, but depth may vary depending on the particular soil. All perimeter dikes, basins, and other sediment 
controls shall be in place prior to stripping.
 ▶ After the areas to be topsoiled have been brought to grade, and immediately prior to spreading the topsoil, the 
subgrade shall be loosened by disking or scarifying to a depth of at least two inches (or as site specific analysis 
determines appropriate for soil type) to ensure bonding with subsoil.
 ▶ Topsoil shall not be placed while in a frozen or muddy condition, when the subgrade is excessively wet, or in a 
condition that may otherwise be detrimental to proper grading or proposed sodding or seeding.

2.0 Water Resources 

2.1 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Avoid using roads during wet periods if such use will likely damage the road drainage features. 
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 ▶ Water developments (springs, reservoirs, catchments; wells, pipeline and water troughs) will conform to BLM 
Manual H 1741-2. 
 ▶ Actual work in spring and stream beds will be done by hand where possible. 
 ▶ The source of all spring developments shall be fenced. 

3. 0 Vegetation: Rangeland 

Guidance may come from various sources. See individual resources. 

3.1 Standard Operating Procedures 

Utilize the techniques and methods for vegetation treatments identified in the Record of Decision for Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in 17 Western States (BLM 2007). 

3.2 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Close and rehabilitate roads quickly once they are no longer needed. 
 ▶ Close selected routes to protect special status species and significant plant communities 
 ▶ Build roads to the appropriate standard, no higher than necessary for use and safety, and utilize primitive or 
two-track roads rather than newly constructed roads where feasible. 
 ▶ Pipelines (and electrical powerlines when possible) shall be placed within road corridors to minimize disturbance. 
 ▶ Minimize disturbance to soil and native vegetation as much as possible. 
 ▶ Stockpile topsoil for use in final reclamation. Topsoil shall be stored separately from other fill materials. 
 ▶ When timely natural regeneration of the native plant community is not likely to occur, carefully select species 
that will not compete with or exclude botanical resources for re-vegetation efforts. Bare sites shall be seeded as 
soon as appropriate to prevent establishment of undesirable plant species. 
 ▶ Ensure that seed used for re-vegetation as well as straw and hay bales used for erosion control are certified free 
of noxious weeds. 
 ▶ Monitor re-vegetation sites to ensure successful establishment of desired species. 
 ▶ Monitor the long-term success of re-vegetation efforts to ensure successful establishment of desired species and 
detect any noxious weed infestations. If re-vegetation is unsuccessful, continue efforts to establish desired spe-
cies in disturbed sites. 
 ▶ In desert shrub/saltbush communities with biological soil crusts, require reclamation that includes but is not 
limited to: broadcasting bacterial inoculants, planting native grass, forbs, and shrubs seedlings, and  
exclosure fences. 

3.3 References 

BLM (US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management). 2007. Final Vegetation Treatment Using 
Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western States, Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement. BLM, Nevada State Office, Reno, NV. June 2007. 

4.0 Vegetation: Riparian Habitat and Wetlands 

4.1 Standard Operating Procedures 
 ▶ Utilize the techniques and methods for vegetation treatments identified in the Record of Decision for Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM Lands in 17 Western States (BLM 2007). 

4.2 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Minimize crossing of streams (intermittent and perennial) and wetlands with vehicles and heavy machinery. 
 ▶ Locate residue piles (e.g., sawdust, field chipping residue) away from drainages where runoff may wash residue 
into water bodies or wetlands. 
 ▶ Maintain appropriate vegetative/riparian buffers around water bodies to protect water quality. 
 ▶ Manage riparian areas to provide adequate shade, sediment control, bank stability, and recruitment of wood into 
stream channels. 

 ▶ The operator shall institute measures such as surfacing, watering, and use of non-saline dust suppressants on all 
roads authorized in this project to minimize impacts from fugitive dust emissions. The use of chemical dust sup-
pressants on public surface will require prior approval from the BLM Authorized Officer. 
 ▶ Livestock management practices, such as animal health, feeding, and salting, shall be done in a manner to pro-
tect water quality. 
 ▶ Minimize crossing of streams (intermittent and perennial) and wetlands with vehicles and heavy machinery. 
 ▶ Maintain appropriate vegetative/riparian buffers around water bodies to slow runoff and trap sediments and 
protect water quality. 
 ▶ Time work in wetlands and watercourses to occur during low flow season when conditions are driest. High 
flows occur during late summer early fall as a result of high intensity convective thunderstorm events. 
 ▶ Temporary BMPs used to filter sediments from water, thereby preventing sedimentation, shall be installed (per 
manufacturers recommendations) before any construction begins and shall subsequently be removed when the 
project is completed. 
 ▶ Consider rehabilitating closed routes to reduce erosion and restore landscapes. 

2.2 Conditions of Approval 
 ▶ The holder shall adhere to all requirements under the Clean Water Act. 
 ▶ Storm water BMPs identified in the applicant's State approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be in 
place prior to any earth-disturbing activity. 
 ▶ Additional BMPs will be implemented as determined necessary by the BLM Authorized Officer. 
 ▶ All temporary BMPs shall be removed once site stabilization and reclamation efforts have been deemed success-
ful by the BLM Authorized Officer. 
 ▶ Culverts and water-bars shall be installed according to 9113 standards and sized for the 10-year storm event 
with no static head and to pass a 25-year event without failing. 
 ▶ Culverts shall be located on stable and straight stream reaches and along the stream grade. In steeper streams, it 
may be necessary to install natural channel design techniques downstream to minimize erosion. A hydrologist 
shall be consulted. 
 ▶ Erosion control features shall be maintained through periodic inspection and maintenance, including cleaning dips 
and cross-drains, repairing ditches, marking culvert inlets to aid in location, and clearing debris from culverts. 
 ▶ If requested by the BLM Authorized Officer, the holder shall furnish and install culverts of the gauge, materials, 
diameter(s), and length(s) as indicated and approved. 
 ▶ Culverts shall be free of corrosion, dents, or other deleterious conditions. 
 ▶ Spoil material from clearing, grubbing, and channel excavation shall be disposed of in a manner that will not in-
terfere with the function of the channel and in accordance with all local, state, and Federal laws and regulations. 
 ▶ To protect water quality, anti-backflow devices shall be utilized while drafting fresh water from streams, springs, 
and wells. 
 ▶ Actions shall not result in adverse effects on the function of streams or stream corridors. 
 ▶ Actions shall not impair floodplain function. 
 ▶ New stream crossings shall be designed to accommodate a 100-year flood. 
 ▶ Provide for erosion-resistant surface drainage by adding necessary drainage facilities and armoring prior to fall 
rain or snow. When erosion is anticipated, sediment barriers shall be constructed to slow runoff, allow deposi-
tion of sediment, and prevent it from leaving the site. In addition, straining or filtration mechanisms may also 
contribute to sediment removal from runoff. 
 ▶ No operations using chemical processes (except for vegetation management) or other pollutants in their activi-
ties will be allowed to occur within 200 feet of any water bodies. 
 ▶ All stream crossings affecting perennial streams or streams supporting riparian habitat shall be professionally 
engineered (design, construction, and maintenance). 
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 ▶ Clean all equipment before leaving the project site when operating in weed infested areas. 
 ▶ Inspect, remove, and properly dispose of weed seed and plant parts found on clothing and equipment. Proper 
disposal means bagging and incinerating seeds and plant parts or washing equipment in an approved contain-
ment area. 
 ▶ Re-vegetate disturbed soil where appropriate to optimize plant establishment for that specific site. Define re-
vegetation objectives for each site. Re-vegetation may include topsoil replacement, planting, seeding, fertiliza-
tion, and certified weed-free mulching as necessary. Use native material where appropriate and feasible. 
 ▶ Monitor sites where seed, hay, straw, or mulch has been applied. Eradicate weeds before they form seed. In con-
tracted projects, contract specifications could require that the contractor control weeds for a specified length  
of time. 
 ▶ Inspect and document all ground-disturbing activities in noxious weed infested areas for at least three growing 
seasons following completion of the project. For ongoing projects, continue to monitor until reasonably certain 
that no weeds are present. Plan for follow-up treatments on the basis of inspection results. 

6.0 Roads and Utilities 

6.1 Pre-project Planning 
 ▶ Communicate with contractors, local weed districts or weed management areas about projects and best manage-
ment practices for prevention. 
 ▶ Remove mud, dirt, and plant parts from project equipment before moving it into a project area. Seeds and plant 
parts shall be collected and incinerated when practical, or washed off in an approved containment area. 
 ▶ Avoid acquiring water for road dust abatement where access to water is through weed-infested sites. 
 ▶ Treat weeds on travel right-of-ways before seed formation so construction equipment doesn’t spread weed seed. 
 ▶ Schedule and coordinate blading or pulling of noxious weed-infested roadsides or ditches in consultation with 
the local weed specialist. When it is necessary to blade weed-infested roadsides or ditches, schedule the activity 
when disseminules are least likely to be viable. 

6.2 Project Implementation 
 ▶ Retain shade to suppress weeds by minimizing the removal of trees and other roadside vegetation during con-
struction, reconstruction, and maintenance; particularly on south aspects. 
 ▶ Do not blade or pull roadsides and ditches infested with noxious weeds unless doing so is required for public 
safety or protection of the roadway. If the ditch must be pulled, ensure weeds remain on-site. Blade from least 
infested to most infested areas. 

6.3 Post-project 
 ▶ Clean all equipment (power or high-pressure cleaning) of all mud, dirt, and plant parts before leaving the proj-
ect site if operating in areas infested with weeds. Seeds and plant parts shall be collected and incinerated  
when possible. 
 ▶ When seeding has been specified for construction and maintenance activities, seed all disturbed soil (except 
travel route) soon after work is completed. 
 ▶ Use a certified weed-free seed mix suitable for local environmental conditions that includes fast, early growing 
(preferably native) species to provide quick revegetation. Consider applying weed-free mulch with seeding. 
 ▶ Periodically inspect roads and right-of-ways for noxious weeds. Train staff to recognize weeds and report loca-
tions to the local weed specialist. Follow-up with treatment when needed. 
 ▶ When reclaiming roads, treat weeds before roads are made impassable. Inspect and follow up on the basis of 
initial inspection and documentation. 
 ▶ To avoid weed infestations, create and maintain healthy plant communities whenever possible, including utility 
right-of-ways, roadsides, scenic overlooks, trailheads, and campgrounds. 

7.0 Recreation Activities 
 ▶ Inspect and clean mechanized trail vehicles of weeds and weed seeds. 

 ▶ Locate project staging areas for refueling, maintenance equipment, materials, and operating supplies in areas not 
designated as riparian and/or stream bank management zones. 
 ▶ Determine the best locations and design for roads, the slope of roads, and the approach to stream crossings 
through proper planning. On perennial streams roads, which will be used for longer than one year, the crossings 
will be engineered and approved by the BLM Authorized Officer. 
 ▶ Do not locate roads or trails parallel to streams. Where roads must cross streams, cross perpendicularly and im-
mediately exit the buffer zone. 
 ▶ Appropriate improvements, such as culverts, must be placed at stream crossings to keep vehicles/equipment out 
of the stream flow and to prevent direct sedimentation of streams. 
 ▶ Roads and trails (off-highway vehicle, horse, bicycle, hiking) will avoid wetlands and if avoidance is not possible 
will be designed and constructed in Technical Reference 2E22A68-NPS, Off-highway Vehicle Management. 
 ▶ Install and maintain cottonwood protection on existing and planted trees where beaver loss threatens survival. 
Work with volunteer groups and user groups to help with the maintenance of installed structures. 

5.0 Noxious and Invasive Weed Prevention 

This list incorporates many suggested practices under various land uses, and is designed to allow managers to pick 
and choose those practices that are most applicable and feasible for each situation. 

5.1 Site-Disturbing Projects 

5.1.1 Pre-project Planning 
 ▶ Environmental analyses for projects and maintenance programs shall assess weed risks, analyze high-risk sites 
for potential weed establishment and spread, and identify prevention practices. 
 ▶ Determine site-specific restoration and monitoring needs and objectives at the onset of project planning. 
 ▶ Learn to recognize noxious and invasive weeds. 
 ▶ Inventory all proposed projects for weeds prior to ground-disturbing activities. If weeds are found, they will be 
treated (if the timing is appropriate) or removed (if seeds are present) to limit weed seed production and dispersal. 
 ▶ Be cognizant of moving equipment and machinery from weed-contaminated areas to non-contaminated areas. 
 ▶ Locate and use weed-free project staging areas. Avoid or minimize travel through weed infested areas, or restrict 
travel to periods when spread of disseminules is least likely. 
 ▶ Identify sites where equipment can be cleaned. Remove mud, dirt, and plant parts from project equipment be-
fore moving it into a project area. Seeds and plant parts shall be collected and incinerated when possible. 
 ▶ If certified weed-free gravel pits become available, the use of certified weed-free gravel will be required wherever 
gravel is applied to public lands (e.g., roads). 
 ▶ Maintain stockpiled, non-infested material in a weed-free condition. Topsoil stockpiles shall be promptly re-
vegetated to maintain soil microbial health and reduce the potential for weeds. 
 ▶ Use competitive seed mixes when practical. A certified seed laboratory shall test each lot according to the 
Association of Official Seed Analysts standards (which include an all-state noxious weed list) and provide docu-
mentation of the seed inspection test. The seed shall contain no noxious, prohibited, or restricted weed seeds 
and shall contain no more than 0.5 percent by weight of other weed seeds. Seed may contain up to 2.0 percent 
of “other crop” seed by weight, including the seed of other agronomic crops and native plants; however, a lower 
percentage of other crop seed is recommended. 

5.1.2 Project Implementation 
 ▶ Minimize soil disturbance. To the extent practicable, native vegetation shall be retained in and around project 
activity areas, and soil disturbance kept to a minimum. 
 ▶ If a disturbed area must be left bare for a considerable length of time, cover the area with weed barrier until re-
vegetation is possible. 

5.1.3 Post-project 
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 ▶ Exclude livestock grazing on newly seeded areas with fencing to ensure that desired vegetation is well estab-
lished, until objectives for seeding have been met. 
 ▶ Reduce ground disturbance, including damage to biological soil crusts. Consider changes in the timing, inten-
sity, duration, or frequency of livestock use; location and changes in salt grounds; restoration or protection of 
watering sites and other areas of concentrated livestock use. 
 ▶ Inspect areas of concentrated livestock use for weed invasion, especially watering locations and other sensitive 
areas that may be particularly susceptible to invasion. Inventory and manage new infestations. 
 ▶ Livestock are to be excluded from burned areas until monitoring results show emergency stabilization and reha-
bilitation objectives have been met. 

10.0 Outfitting/Recreation Pack and Saddle Stock Use 
 ▶ Allow only certified weed-free hay/feed on BLM lands. 
 ▶ Inspect, brush, and clean animals (especially hooves and legs) before entering public land. Inspect and clean tack 
and equipment. 
 ▶ Regularly inspect trailheads and other staging areas for backcountry travel. Bedding in trailers and hay fed to 
pack and saddle animals may contain weed seed or propagules. 
 ▶ Tie or contain stock in ways that minimize soil disturbance and prevent loss of desirable native species. 
 ▶ Authorized trail sites for tying pack animals shall be monitored several times per growing season to quickly 
identify and eradicate new weeds. Trampling and permanent damage to desired plants are likely. Tie-ups shall be 
located away from water and in shaded areas where the low light helps suppress weed growth. 
 ▶ Educate outfitters to look for and report new weed infestations. 

11.0 Wildlife 
 ▶ Periodically inspect and document areas where wildlife concentrate in the winter and spring and cause excess 
soil disturbance. 
 ▶ Use weed-free materials for all wildlife management activities. 
 ▶ Incorporate weed prevention into all wildlife habitat improvement project designs. 

 ▶ Wash boots and socks before hiking into a new area. Inspect and clean packs, equipment, and bike tires. 
 ▶ Avoid hiking through weed infestations whenever possible. 
 ▶ Keep dogs and other pets free of weed seeds. 
 ▶ Avoid picking unidentified "wildflowers" and discarding them along trails or roadways. 
 ▶ Maintain trailheads, campgrounds, visitor centers, picnic areas, roads leading to trailheads, and other areas of 
concentrated public use in a weed-free condition. Consider high-use recreation areas as high priority sites for 
weed eradication. 
 ▶ Sign trailheads and access points to educate visitors on noxious and invasive weeds and the consequences of 
their activities. 
 ▶ Inspect and document travel corridors for weeds and treat as necessary. 
 ▶ Encourage use of pelletized feed for backcountry horsemen and hunters. Pelletized feed is unlikely to contain 
weed seed. 

8.0 Watershed Management 
 ▶ Frequently and systematically inspect and document riparian areas and wetlands for noxious weed establish-
ment and spread. Eradicate new infestations immediately since effective tools for riparian-area weed manage-
ment are limited. 
 ▶ Promote dense growth of desirable vegetation in riparian areas (where appropriate) to minimize the availability 
of germination sites for weed seeds or propagules transported from upstream or upslope areas. 
 ▶ Address the risk of invasion by noxious weeds and other invasive species in watershed restoration projects and 
water quality management plans. 

9.0 Grazing Management 
 ▶ Consider prevention practices and cooperative management of weeds in grazing allotments. Prevention prac-
tices may include: 

• Altering season of use 
• Minimizing ground disturbance 
• Exclusion 
• Preventing weed seed transportation 
• Maintaining healthy vegetation 
• Re-vegetation 
• Inspection 
• Education 
• Reporting 

 ▶ Provide certified weed-free supplemental feed in a designated area so new weed infestations can be detected and 
treated immediately. Pelletized feed is unlikely to contain viable weed seed. 
 ▶ If livestock may contribute to seed spread in a weed-infested area, schedule livestock use prior to seed-set or 
after seed has fallen. 
 ▶ If livestock were transported from a weed-infested area, annually inspect and treat entry units for new  
weed infestations. 
 ▶ Consider closing infested pastures to livestock grazing when grazing will either continue to exacerbate the con-
dition or contribute to weed seed spread. Designate those pastures as unsuitable range until weed infestations 
are controlled. 
 ▶ Manage the timing, intensity (utilization), duration, and frequency of livestock activities to maintain the com-
petitive ability of desirable plants and retain litter cover. The objective is to prevent grazers from selectively 
removing desirable plant species and leaving undesirable species. 
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 ▶ Seed and straw mulch to be used for burn rehabilitation (e.g., for wattles, straw bales, dams) shall be certified 
weed-free. 
 ▶ Replace soil and vegetation right side up when rehabbing fire line. 

13.0 Fish and Wildlife Management and Special Status Species 

13.1 Standard Operating Procedures 
 ▶ Fences constructed will comply with applicable wildlife fence standards, such as those described in BLM 
Handbook H-1741-1, Fencing (BLM 1989). Current standards for fencing cattle out in deer and elk range is a 
four strand fence, 40 inches high with a spacing of wires from ground to top of 60” (smooth bottom wire), 6” 
(second wire barbed), 6” (third wire barbed), 12” (top wire preferably smooth but may need to be barbed in 
areas of intense cattle use). 
 ▶ The BLM will consult agency species management plans and other conservation plans as appropriate to guide 
management and devise mitigation measures when needed. 
 ▶ Lessees will be notified that a lease parcel contains potential habitat for threatened (T), endangered (E), pro-
posed (P), candidate (C) and BLM sensitive (S) plants, fish and wildlife. 
 ▶ Existing plant location records will be consulted and site inventories will be conducted to identify suitable 
habitat for these plants. Surveys for occupied suitable habitat will be conducted prior to any ground disturbance. 
Surveys will take place when the plants can be positively identified, during the appropriate flowering periods. 
Surveys will be conducted by qualified field botanists/biologists who will provide documentation of their qualifi-
cations, experience and knowledge of the species prior to starting work. 
 ▶ For BLM sensitive species surface-disturbing activities will be avoided within 100 meters of occupied plant 
habitat wherever possible and where geography and other resource concerns allow. Fragmentation of existing 
populations and identified areas of suitable habitat will be avoided wherever possible. 
 ▶ Where development is allowed within 100 meters of occupied habitat for T, E, P and C species or BLM sensitive 
species, unauthorized disturbance of plant habitat will be avoided by on-site guidance from a biologist, and by 
fencing the perimeter of the disturbed area, or such other method as agreed to by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
In such instances, a monitoring plan approved by the Service will be implemented for the duration of the project 
to assess impacts to the plant population or seed bank. If detrimental effects are detected through monitoring, 
corrective action will be taken through adaptive management. 
 ▶ Surface disturbance closer than 20 meters to a listed plant will be considered an adverse effect. Mitigating 
measures within this narrow buffer are very important and helpful to individual plants, but we do not expect 
that all adverse effects can be fully mitigated within this distance. Some adverse effects due to dust, dust sup-
pression, loss of pollinator habitat, and toxic spills will likely remain. There are two possible exceptions to this 
rule of thumb: 1) The new disturbance is no closer to a listed plant than preexisting disturbance and no new or 
increased impacts to the listed plant are expected; or 2) the listed plant is screened from the proposed distur-
bance (e.g., tall, thick vegetation or a berm acts as a screen or effective barrier to fugitive dust and other poten-
tial impacts). 
 ▶ Transplantation of potentially affected plants will not be used as a rationale to defend a “not likely to adversely 
affect” or a “no effect” determination for listed plant species. 
 ▶ Documentation will include individual plant locations and suitable habitat distributions. Prior to conducting 
plant surveys, the operator will provide maps (as hard copy and GIS files) of all proposed areas of disturbance 
to the BLM. Maps will include existing and proposed roads, pipelines, well pads, pits, parking lots, and all other 
work areas. Post-construction or as-built maps will also be submitted to account for any deviations from pre-
project maps. Specific polygons where rare plant surveys have been conducted will be included, along with the 
results of those surveys (positive or negative). The locations of any monitoring plots established to measure the 
status of rare plants and habitat in the vicinity of project activities will also be provided. 
 ▶ Protect pollinator species for endangered or threatened species by incorporating the standard operating pro-
cedures found in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Vegetation Treatments Using 
Herbicides on BLM Lands in 17 Western States (BLM 2007). 

12.0 Fire 

12.1 Incident Planning 
 ▶ Increase weed awareness and weed prevention by providing training to new and/or seasonal fire staff on invasive 
weed identification and prevention. 
 ▶ Ensure that a weed specialist is included on a Fire Incident Management Team when wildfire or prescribed 
operations occur in or near a weed-infested area. Include a discussion of weed prevention operational practices 
in all fire briefings. 
 ▶ Use operational practices to reduce weed spread (e.g., avoid weed infestations when locating fire lines). 
 ▶ Identify and periodically inspect potential helispots, staging areas, incident command posts, and base camps and 
maintain a weed-free condition. Encourage network airports and helibases to do the same. 
 ▶ Develop a burned-area integrated weed management plan, including a monitoring component to detect and 
eradicate new weeds early. 

12.2 Fire-fighting 
 ▶ Ensure that all equipment (including borrowed or rental equipment) is free of weed seed and propagules before 
entering incident location. 
 ▶ When possible, use fire suppression tactics that reduce disturbances to soil and vegetation, especially when cre-
ating fire lines. 
 ▶ Use wet or scratch-lines where possible instead of fire breaks made with heavy equipment. 
 ▶ Given the choice of strategies, avoid ignition and burning in areas at high risk for weed establishment or spread. 
 ▶ Hose off vehicles on site if they have traveled through infested areas. 
 ▶ Inspect clothing for weed seeds if foot travel occurred in infested areas. 
 ▶ When possible, establish incident bases, fire operations staging areas, and aircraft landing zones in areas that 
have been inspected and are verified to be free of invasive weeds. 
 ▶ Cover weed infested cargo areas and net-loading areas with tarps if weeds exist and can't be removed or avoided. 
 ▶ Flag off high-risk weed infestations in areas of concentrated activity and show weeds on facility maps. 
 ▶ If fire operations involve travel or work in weed infested areas, a power wash station shall be staged at or near 
the incident base and helibase. Wash all vehicles and equipment upon arrival from and departure to each inci-
dent. This includes fuel trucks and aircraft service vehicles. 
 ▶ Identify the need for possible fire rehab to prevent or mitigate weed invasion during fire incident and apply for 
funding during the incident. 

12.3 Post-fire Rehabilitation 
 ▶ Have a weed specialist review burned area rehabilitation reports to ensure proper and effective weed prevention 
and management is addressed. 
 ▶ Thoroughly clean the undercarriage and tires of vehicles and heavy equipment before entering a burned area. 
 ▶ Treat weeds in burned areas. Weeds can recover as quickly as 2 weeks following a fire. 
 ▶ Schedule inventories 1 month and 1 year post-fire to identify and treat infestations. Eradicate or contain newly 
emerging infestations. 
 ▶ Restrict travel to established roads to avoid compacting soil that could hinder the recovery of desired plants. 
 ▶ Determine soon after a fire whether re-vegetation is necessary to speed recovery of a native plant community, 
or whether desirable plants in the burned area will recover naturally. Consider the severity of the burn and the 
proportion of weeds to desirable plants on the land before it burned. In general, more severe burns and higher 
pre-burn weed populations increase the necessity of re-vegetation. Use a certified weed-free seed mix. 
 ▶ Inspect and document weed infestations on fire access roads, equipment cleaning sites, and staging areas. 
Control infestations to prevent spread within burned areas. 
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BLM (United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management). 1989. Handbook H-1741-1: 
Fencing. Release 1-1572. BLM, Washington, DC. December 6, 1989. 58pp.

_____. 2007. Final Vegetation Treatment Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 Western 
States, Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. BLM, Nevada State Office, Reno, NV. June 2007.

14.0 Wildlife Damage Management 

14.1 Standard Operating Procedures 
 ▶ Control activities conducted by the US Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
Wildlife Services will be coordinated with the BLM on an annual basis, including review of authorized control 
areas and annual submittal of control activities on NCA lands. 
 ▶ US Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services will notify the 
BLM’s Authorized Officer before any damage control activity is implemented within the restricted area(s), and 
exceptions will be approved on a case-by-case basis. 
 ▶ All US Environmental Protection Agency use restrictions and requirements for toxicants are to be followed where 
control devices are used on public lands. BLM’s Authorized Officer must be notified before any toxicants are de-
ployed and a map of the treatment area must be provided. Adequate signage must be provided and maintained. 

15.0 Cultural Resources 

15.1 Standard Operating Procedures 
 ▶ The holder of a BLM authorization to carry out land use activities on Federal lands, including all leases and per-
mits, must notify the BLM, by telephone and written confirmation, immediately upon the discovery of human 
remains, funerary items, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
10.4(g)). Activities must stop in the immediate vicinity of the discovery. The discovery must be protected from 
the authorized activity for a period of 30 days or unless otherwise notified by the (43 CFR 10.4(c) and (d)). 
 ▶ If newly discovered historic or archaeological materials or other cultural resources are identified during project 
implementation, work in that area must stop and the BLM Authorized Officer must be notified immediately. 
Within five working days the BLM Authorized Officer will inform the proponent as to: 

• Whether the materials appear eligible for the National Register of Historic Places; 
• The mitigation measures the proponent will likely have to undertake before the site could be used (assuming 

in situ preservation is not practicable), (36 CFR 800.13); and 
• A time frame for the BLM Authorized Officer to complete an expedited review under 36 CFR 800.11 to con-

firm, through the State Historic Preservation Office, that the BLM Authorized Officer’s findings were correct 
and mitigation was appropriate. 

 ▶ A standard Education/Discovery stipulation for cultural resource protection shall be attached to the land use 
authorization. The operator or its contractor is responsible for informing all persons who are associated with 
the project operations that Federal laws protect cultural resources and they will be subject to prosecution for 
disturbing or destroying any historic or archaeological sites, or collecting any cultural objects, prehistoric or 
historic from Federal lands. 
 ▶ Strict adherence to the confidentiality of information concerning the nature and location of archeologi-
cal resources will be required of any company issued a land use authorization and all of their subcontractors 
(Archaeological Resource Protection Act, 16 US Code 470hh). 

15.2 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Evaluation of all BLM activities and BLM authorized activities shall be made in compliance with BLM Manual 
8100, The Foundations for Managing Cultural Resources (BLM 2004a), and subsequent 8100 series (BLM 
2004b, 2004c, 2004d, 2004e, 2004f, 2004g, and 2004h); Handbook of Guidelines and Procedures for Inventory, 
Evaluation, and Mitigation of Cultural Resources (BLM 1998, rev. 2007); and the current State Protocol 
Agreement between BLM and the Utah State Historic Preservation Office. 

 ▶ Biological inventories must be completed prior to approval of operations in areas of known or suspected habitat 
of special status species, or habitat of other species of interest such as, but not limited to, raptor nests, , or rare 
plant communities. Surveys shall be conducted by qualified biologist(s) using protocols established for poten-
tially affected species during the appropriate time period(s) for the species. Survey reports, data, and determina-
tions shall be submitted to the BLM for review and confirmation according to BLM protocols. Operators, the 
BLM, and the BLM Authorized Officer will use the information gathered to develop an appropriate mitigation 
plan. Mitigating measures may include, but are not limited to, timing restrictions, relocation of development ac-
tivities and fencing operations or habitat. If special status species are encountered during operation, operations 
will cease immediately, and the BLM Authorized Officer will be notified. 
 ▶ To protect key wildlife species, special status species, and their habitats, surveys may be required prior to surface 
disturbance, habitat treatments, or similar activities. Develop and implement standard survey protocol for key 
species on the basis of the latest science, conservation assessments, CDOW recommendations, and similar 
information. Special design and construction measures may also be required in order to minimize impacts to 
special status species.

13.2 Best Management Practices
 ▶ Raptors: 

• Protect nest sites from human disturbances by implementing CPW recommended buffers around known 
nest sites. 

• Provide perching and nesting structures as mitigation where disturbances are impacting raptors. 
• Apply guidance from Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: the State of the Art in 2006 

(Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 2006) and Avian Protection Plan (APP) Guidelines (Avian Power 
Line Interaction Committee and US Fish and Wildlife Service 2005) or most current guidance for new 
power line construction (including upgrades and reconstruction) to prevent electrocution of raptors. 

 ▶ Control noxious weeds using integrated techniques. Limit chemical control in areas with rare plant species to 
avoid damage to non-target species. Mechanical or chemical control in and near rare plant habitat shall only be 
implemented by personnel familiar with the rare plants. 
 ▶ Prohibit collection of rare plants or plant parts, except as permitted by the BLM Authorized Officer for scientific 
research. 
 ▶ The use of deicers and dust suppressants within 100 meters (328 feet) of road-side occurrences of special status 
plant species will require prior approval from the BLM. 
 ▶ Herbicide application shall be kept at least 200 meters from known plant populations, except in instances where 
weed populations threaten habitat integrity or plant populations. Great care shall be used to avoid pesticide drift 
in those cases. 
 ▶ Retain existing snags for wildlife use in places where they will not create a human hazard 
 ▶ Where linear disturbance is proposed edges of vegetation shall be feathered to avoid long linear edges of habitat 
and allow for greater habitat complexity for wildlife. 
 ▶ Protect existing temporary pools to providing breeding and hibernating habitat for amphibians. 
 ▶ Avoid fragmentation of wildlife habitat especially in wildlife migration and movement corridors.
 ▶ Where water is taken directly from areas containing special status fish a meshed screen will be placed on the 
intake hose of an appropriate size to minimize potential intake of specials status fishes.

13.3 References 

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee. 2006. Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: the 
State of the Art in 1996. Edison Electric Institute, Avian Power Line Interaction Committee, and the California 
Energy Commission. Washington, DC, and Sacramento, CA. 

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee and US Fish and Wildlife Service. 2005. Avian Protection Plan (APP) 
Guidelines, April 2005. Washington, DC. 
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tribes. The agency official shall consult with representatives designated or identified by the tribal government. 
Consultation shall be conducted in a manner sensitive to the concerns and needs of the Indian tribe. (36 CFR 
800.2(c)(2)(ii)(C). 

16.2 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Notification is conducted by simple one-way written means. Consultation is generally construed to mean direct, 
two-way communication. 
 ▶ When publishing notices or open letters to the public indicating that the BLM is contemplating an action and 
that comments are welcome, managers shall send individual letters, certified mail or delivery confirmed to tribes 
requesting their input on actions being considered. If this is an opening dialogue, prior to having developed a 
strong working relationship with the tribe, if a timely response is not received the manager shall follow up with 
personal telephone calls. 
 ▶ For the benefit of both parties, managers are encouraged to strive for the most efficient and effective method of 
consultation. Whatever method is chosen, all consultation activities shall be carefully documented in the official 
record. 
 ▶ Consultation roles can be facilitated but may not be transferred to others. Cultural resource consulting firms 
working for land use applicants cannot negotiate, make commitments, or otherwise give the appearance of exer-
cising the BLM’s authority in consultations. 
 ▶ Owing to their status as self-governing entities, tribes may be notified and invited to participate at least as soon 
as (if not earlier than) the Governor, state agencies, local governments, and other Federal agencies. 
 ▶ Tribal consultation means dialogue between a BLM manager and an American Indian Tribe. The BLM managers 
are encouraged to visit tribal councils and appropriate tribal leaders on a recurring basis. This face-to-face meeting 
helps to develop relationships that can reduce the time and effort spent in later consultation or individual projects. 
This government-to-government consultation shall be treated with appropriate respect and dignity of position. 

16.3 References 

BLM (United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management). 2004. Manual 8120: Tribal 
Consultation Under Cultural Resources. 8-74. BLM, Washington, DC. December 3, 2004. 

_____. 2004. Manual 8120-1: General Procedural Guidance for Native American Consultation. 8-75. BLM, 
Washington, DC. December 3, 2004. 

_____. 2008. Handbook H-1790-1: National Environmental Policy Act. Washington, DC. January 2008. 

17.0 Geological and Paleontological Resources 

17.1 Standard Operating Procedures 
 ▶ Attach lease notices, stipulations, and other requirements to permitted activities to prevent damage to paleonto-
logical resources.

18.0 Visual Resources 

18.1 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Impacts to dark night skies will be prevented or reduced through the application of specific mitigation measures 
identified in activity level planning and NEPA level review. These measures may include directing all light down-
ward, using shielded lights, using only the minimum illumination necessary, using lamp types such as sodium 
lamps (less prone to atmospheric scattering), using circuit timers, and using motion sensors. 
 ▶ Any facilities authorized will use the best technology available to minimize light emissions 
 ▶ Any new permits/authorizations, including renewals, will be stipulated to use the best technology available to 
minimize light emissions as compatible with public health and safety. 
 ▶ All new surface-disturbing projects or activities, regardless of size or potential impact, will incorporate visual 
design considerations during project design as a reasonable attempt to meet the Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) class objectives for the area and minimize the visual impacts of the proposal. Visual design consider-
ations will be incorporated by: 

 ▶ When possible, locate projects in areas that are previously disturbed. To comply with the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the BLM must identify properties that are listed to or eligible for listing to the National 
Register of Historic Places, evaluate the effects of agency undertakings on historic properties, and avoid or treat 
adverse effects to properties within the Area of Potential Effect.
 ▶ When a NEPA document specifically stipulates the need for an archaeological monitor during construction or 
a project is located in areas that require an archaeological monitor to be present it is the applicant’s responsibil-
ity to contract an archaeological consultant holding a current Utah BLM permit and authorized to work in the 
NCA. Fieldwork authorizations are required prior to any construction monitoring. 
 ▶ Where proposed projects or development will adversely affect a cultural resource, testing, data recovery or full 
excavation to recover scientific information may be required as mitigation. The applicant or operator bears the 
full cost of mitigation and is encouraged to consider avoiding adverse effects through project relocation or rede-
sign rather than mitigating adverse effects.

15.3 References

BLM (United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management). 2004a. Manual 8100: The 
Foundations for Managing Cultural Resources. Release 8-72. BLM, Washington, DC. December 3, 2004.

_____. 2004b. Manual 8110: Identifying and Evaluating Cultural Resources. 8-73. BLM, Washington, DC. 
December 3, 2004.

_____. 2004c. Manual 8120: Tribal Consultation Under Cultural Resources. 8-74. BLM, Washington, DC. 
December 3, 2004.

_____. 2004d. Manual 8120-1: General Procedural Guidance for Native American Consultation. 8-75. BLM, 
Washington, DC. December 3, 2004.

_____. 2004e. Manual 8130: Planning for Uses of Cultural Resources. 8-76. BLM, Washington, DC. December 3, 
2004.

_____. 2004f. Manual 8140: Protecting Cultural Resources. 8-77. BLM, Washington, DC. December 3, 2004.

_____. 2004g. Manual 8150: Permitting Uses of Cultural Resources. 8-78. BLM, Washington, DC. December 3, 
2004.

_____. 2004h. Manual 8170: Interpreting Cultural Resources for the Public. 8-79. BLM, Washington, DC. 
December 3, 2004.

16.0 Tribal Consultation

16.1 Standard Operating Procedures
 ▶ The BLM has a responsibility to develop a government-to-government relationship with the tribes: the formal 
relationship that exists between the Federal Government and tribal governments under federal laws. Tribal gov-
ernments are considered dependent domestic sovereignties with primary and independent jurisdiction (in most 
cases) over tribal lands. Concerning proposed BLM plans and actions, at least the level of consideration and 
consistency review provided to State governments must be afforded to tribal governments. 
 ▶ The BLM is responsible for consultation under General Authorities defined as “laws, executive orders, and regu-
lations that are not considered ‘cultural resource authorities’.” The regulations implementing both Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act and NEPA require Native American consultation. The American Indian Religious 
Freedom Act and the Indian Sacred sites order (Executive Order 13007) pertain to the free exercise clause of the 
First Amendment (BLM H-8120-1 Guidelines for Conducting Tribal Consultation [BLM 2004], Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act Title II, NEPA Section 102, 40 CFR 1501.2 and 1501.7) 
 ▶ Tribes must be consulted whenever other governmental entities or the public are formally involved in the BLM’s 
environmental review process in any NEPA documentation that entails public involvement or initial discussions 
with local or state governments (BLM Handbook H-1790-1, National Environmental Policy Act [BLM 2008a]). 
 ▶ NHPA Section 106 consultations for cultural resources significant to Indian tribes. Consultation with an Indian 
tribe must recognize the government-to-government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian 
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 ▶ Using the VRM contrast rating process (required for proposed projects in highly sensitive areas, high impact 
projects, or for other projects where it appears to be the most effective design or assessment tool), or by 
 ▶ Providing a brief narrative visual assessment for all other projects that require an environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement. 
 ▶ Measures to mitigate potential visual impacts could include the use of natural materials, screening, painting, proj-
ect design, location, or restoration (See Appendix H; BLM Handbook H-8431-1, Visual Resource Contrast Rating; 
or online at http://www.blm.gov/nstc/VRM/8431.html, for information about the contrast rating process).
 ▶ Screening facilities from view and avoiding placement of production facilities on steep slopes, hilltops,  
and ridgelines. 
 ▶ Paint all facilities a color that best allows the facility to blend with the background (Operator-committed BMP). 
 ▶ Gravel color of road shall be similar to adjacent dominant soil colors. 
 ▶ Bury distribution powerlines and flow lines in or adjacent to access roads. 
 ▶ Repeat form, line, color, and texture elements to blend facilities with the surrounding landscape 
 ▶ All above ground facilities including power boxes, building doors, roofs, and any visible equipment will be paint-
ed a color selected from the latest national color charts that best allows the facility to blend into the background. 
 ▶ Conduct final reclamation re-contouring of all disturbed areas, including access roads, to the original contour or 
a contour that blends with the surrounding topography. 
 ▶ To the extent opportunities are practicable, extreme visual contrast created by past management practices or 
human activities will be minimized. Examples include right-of-way amendments, mineral material sites, aban-
doned mines, and areas impacted by unauthorized off-road driving. 
 ▶ All new roads will be designed and constructed to a safe and appropriate standard, “no higher than necessary” 
to accommodate intended vehicular use. Roads will follow the contour of the land where practical. 

19.0 Wildland Fire Ecology and Management 

19.1 Standard Operating Procedures/Best Management Practices: Fuels Management
 ▶ Construct fuel breaks or green strips to protect wildland-urban interface communities and important wildlife 
habitat and provide for firefighter safety by using mechanical, chemical, and biological fire treatment methods.
 ▶ Construct fuel breaks and green strips in areas containing a good understory of native perennials in order to 
successfully compete with and deter the establishment and spread of annual species. 
 ▶ Seed green strips in areas that do not have a good understory of desirable native perennials that can successfully 
compete with annual species. 
 ▶ Where practicable, use large-scale landscape planning to connect fuel breaks and avoid small piecemeal projects. 
 ▶ Maintain fuel breaks and green strips to ensure effectiveness. 
 ▶ Prevent seeded species from being grazed during the first two growing seasons (>18 months) following seeding, 
or until site-specific analysis and/or monitoring data indicate that vegetation cover, species composition and 
litter accumulation are adequate to support and protect watershed values, meet vegetation objectives and sustain 
grazing use. 
 ▶ Provide fire prevention and mitigation outreach information and education to communities surrounding the NCA. 

19.2 Standard Operating Procedures 

Fire Suppression 
 ▶ Resource Advisors and other applicable specialists shall be utilized to advise the Incident Commander and sup-
pression resources on the natural resource values during the suppression effort. 
 ▶ Avoid applying fire retardant in or near drinking water sources. 
 ▶ Avoid the application of retardant or foam within 300 feet of a waterway or stream channel. Deviations from this 
procedure are acceptable if life or property is threatened. 

 ▶ Fire lines will not be constructed by heavy equipment within riparian stream zones. If construction is necessary 
due to threats to life or property, control lines shall terminate at the edge of the riparian zone at a location deter-
mined appropriate to meet fire suppression objectives on the basis of fire behavior, vegetation/fuel types, and fire 
fighter safety. 
 ▶ Lands will be temporarily closed to other uses in areas where fire suppression is being implemented. 
 ▶ If it is determined that use of retardant or surfactant foam within 300 feet of a waterway or stream channel is ap-
propriate due to threats to life or property; alternative line construction tactics are not feasible because of terrain 
constraints, congested areas, or lack of ground personnel; or potential damage to natural resources outweighs 
possible loss of aquatic life, the unit administrator shall determine whether there have been any adverse effects 
to federally listed species. If the action agency determines that adverse effects were incurred by federally listed 
species or their habitats, then the action agency must consult with the Service, as required by 50 CFR 402.05, as 
soon as practicable. 
 ▶ Minimize/mitigate impacts to cultural resources and pristine vegetative communities. 
 ▶ Vehicle and equipment shall be washed before being assigned to fires to minimize the spread of noxious weeds. 
Especially out of area equipment. Larger fires with incident management teams assigned may need to have a 
weed wash station. 

Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation 
 ▶ Stabilize areas that have low potential to naturally re-vegetate and that have high wind and soil erosion potential. 
Treatments include the following: 
 ▶ Installing water bars and other drainage diversions, culverts along fire roads, dozer lines, and other cleared areas; 
 ▶ Seeding and planting to provide vegetative cover; 
 ▶ Spreading mulch to protect bare soil and discourage runoff; 
 ▶ Repairing damaged roads and drainage facilities; 
 ▶ Clearing stream channels of structures or debris that is deposited by suppression activities; 
 ▶ Installation of erosion control structures; 
 ▶ Installation of channel stabilization structures; 
 ▶ Fence or restrict areas to livestock and wild horse and burro grazing to promote success of natural re-vegetation 
or establishment of seeded species; 
 ▶ Lands may be temporarily closed to other uses during emergency stabilization and rehabilitation practices if 
activities inhibit treatment; 
 ▶ Repair or replace range improvements and facilities; and 
 ▶ Monitor emergency stabilization and rehabilitation treatments. 

20.0 Livestock Grazing 
20.1 Standard Operating Procedures 

 ▶ Exclude livestock grazing on newly seeded areas to ensure that desired vegetation is well established, until objec-
tives for seeding have been met. 
 ▶ Development of springs and seeps or other projects affecting water and associated resources shall be designed to 
maintain the associate riparian area and assure attainment of standards. 
 ▶ Disturbance to established rangeland study sites shall be avoided to provide for the continuation of monitoring 
efforts, which involves comparisons of data to previous records of that site.
 ▶ Exclosures shall be established in areas where the vegetative potential of the area is questionable or to compare 
the effectiveness of grazing management. 
 ▶ New fences shall be constructed to BLM standards allowing for the appropriate wildlife passage. 
 ▶ Bird ramps shall be installed in all troughs. 
 ▶ Access routes to functioning range improvements shall be retained to allow for periodic maintenance and pre-
vent cross country travel. 
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 ▶ Maintain range developments to maintain or improve distribution. 
 ▶ Rangeland and vegetation monitoring will be conducted to detect changes in grazing use, trend, and range 
conditions. These data will be used to support and direct grazing management decisions consistent with national 
policy. These efforts will help ensure that livestock grazing meets objectives for rangeland health and resolves 
conflicts with wildlife habitats or may provide a benefit to wildlife habitats. 
 ▶ Grazing management decisions will be based on monitoring data, both short-term and long-term, which will be 
jointly developed by grazing permittees and the appropriate Federal land management agency. 
 ▶ Surface-disturbing activities will be coordinated with livestock grazing permittees to minimize the effects of the 
surface disturbance on other approved operations. To the maximum extent practicable, this effort will include 
consulting on scheduling of operations to mutually minimize effects. 
 ▶ Any damage to the function of range improvements (e.g., fence damage, cattle guard cleaning, livestock loss) 
from other approved operations will be repaired immediately or remedied by the operator causing the damage. 

20.2 Best Management Practices 
 ▶ Follow the Grazing Guidelines established along with the Utah Standards for Rangeland Health. 
 ▶ Use grazing systems that contain rotation, deferment, and rest to produce a mosaic of habitat patches and in-
creases the density, height and distribution of native plants. 
 ▶ Avoid re-grazing the same plants in one growing season. 
 ▶ Adjust grazing seasons to benefit both warm and cool season grass species by providing periodic rest from graz-
ing for each type. 
 ▶ Allow for adequate litter cover following grazing use to protect soil surface and enhance soil moisture retention. 
 ▶ Allow for rest/recovery periods before or after grazing during critical growth periods. Recovery shall include the 
production of seed to allow for the regeneration of desirable plant species. 
 ▶ Adjust intensity, timing and/or duration of grazing during periods of forage drought. 
 ▶ Manage livestock grazing, including dormant season use, to insure adequate residual grass when soil moisture 
and wildlife habitat are concerns. 
 ▶ Avoid use most years in areas of valuable woody plants during times when they are selected. 
 ▶ Avoid the following grazing management practices: 

• Long seasonal use with no recovery time 
• Heavy use -stresses plants, 
• Little or no regrowth before winter -little stubble for root crown protection 
• Use at the same time every year -repeating the stress 
• No rest or growing season recovery -little recovery with long seasons of use 
• Little or ineffective herding 
• Salt placed in the same locations year after year 
• Livestock left behind after pasture moves 
• Grazing during the critical growth period year after year 

 ▶ When using livestock to control noxious or invasive weeds, match animal dietary preference or tolerance to the 
target species. 
 ▶ Use the target weed’s biology when developing a grazing strategy. 
 ▶ Manage heavy grazing on target weed species to account for any intermixed desirable species. 

20.3 Best Management Practices (Vegetation/Riparian Zone Management Guidelines) 
 ▶ To reduce negative impacts to grazing, determine the critical period(s) of a riparian site, and then limit grazing 
during the critical period(s) to no more often than once every three or four years. Critical periods and impacts 
are likely to be either in late spring-early summer, when stream banks are more easily broken down by tram-
pling; or late summer-early fall, when excessive browsing may damage vegetation. Each site has its own critical 

period that shall be individually determined. Important critical period variables are soil moisture, plant species 
composition, animal behavior patterns. Site may be grazed every year if use does not occur during the criti-
cal period(s). Extended periods of rest or deferment from grazing may be needed to enable recovery of badly 
degraded sites.
 ▶ To maintain stream bank stability, limit cattle access to surface water when adjacent stream banks and shore-
lines are overly wet and susceptible to trampling and sloughing. Stream bank trampling can often be reduced by 
capitalizing on the natural foraging behavior of cattle. Cattle generally avoid grazing excessively wet sites or in 
cold-air pockets. Cattle seek out wind-swept ridges, and they graze on upland forage when it is more palatable 
than forage in riparian areas. Avoid hot season grazing of riparian areas. 
 ▶ To graze a site more than once per growing season, moisture and temperature conditions shall be conducive 
to plant growth. For such sites, allow a recovery period of at least 30 to 60 days, depending on vegetation type, 
before re-grazing within the same growing season. Grazing more often and for shorter periods-that is, 3 weeks 
or less at a time-is preferable to fewer and longer grazing periods. 
 ▶ To control the timing, frequency, and intensity of cattle grazing, managers shall consider creating smaller ripar-
ian pastures with similar, or homogenous, features. Adjusting timing, frequency, and intensity of grazing in 
individual pasture units is more important than adopting a formalized grazing season. 
 ▶ To protect stream banks, prevent cattle from congregation near surface waters. Fencing, supplemental feeding, 
and herding work best. Provide remote watering systems for cattle. Manage the riparian area as a separate and 
unique pasture. Inappropriate cattle grazing will usually first be evidenced by excessive physical disturbance to 
stream banks and shorelines. (Mosley et al. 1997) 
 ▶ On riparian areas that are determined to be non-functioning or functioning at risk as a result of livestock graz-
ing impacts, limits of bank disturbance will be determined and included within the Terms and Conditions of the 
Grazing Permit. Monitoring of bank disturbance will use the Multiple Indicator Method. 
 ▶ Winter grazing minimizes soil compaction and potential stream bank deterioration and allows maximum 
growth of vegetation and plant vigor. Livestock use shall not exceed 70% and stubble height shall be at least four 
to six inches after the grazing period.
 ▶ To protect stream banks, discourage trailing up and down the channel by placing logs across trails, perpendicu-
lar to the stream channel. 
 ▶ Adjust intensity, timing and/or duration of grazing during periods of forage drought. 

21.0 Recreation 
 ▶ Special Recreation Permits will contain noxious weed management stipulations (e.g., pre-event inventories 
to avoid infested areas, event management to avoid or isolate activities that could cause weed introduction or 
spread, monitoring and treatment of infestations exacerbated by the activity, and other appropriate noxious 
weed management stipulations). 
 ▶ Lands may be temporarily closed to other uses during recreation events that are conducted under special recre-
ation permits (e.g., equestrian endurance rides or motorcycle events). 

22.0 Lands and Realty 

22.1 Standard Operating Procedures 
 ▶ Power lines shall be constructed in accordance to standards outlined in Suggested Practices for Raptor 
Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1996 (Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 2006). Right-
of-way applicants shall assume the burden and expense of proving that proposed pole designs not shown in 
the above publication are “raptor safe.” Such proof shall be provided by a raptor expert approved by the BLM 
Authorized Officer.
 ▶ Right-of-ways and other lands and realty authorizations, including power lines, pipelines and transmission 
corridors will contain noxious and invasive plant management terms or stipulations for all ground-disturbing 
actions. These will include conducting a pre-disturbance noxious weed inventory, designing to avoid or mini-
mize vegetation removal and weed introduction or spread, managing weeds during the life of the right-of-way 
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or authorization to prevent or minimize weed introduction or spread, abandoning the right-of-way or authori-
zation to establish competitive vegetation on bare ground areas, and monitoring re-vegetation success and weed 
prevention and control for a reasonable number of years.
 ▶ Right-of-ways will be constructed to avoid physical damage to range improvements and rangeland study areas. 

22.2 Standard Design Practices 
 ▶ All construction activities shall be confined to the minimum area necessary. The exterior boundaries of the con-
struction area shall be clearly flagged prior to any surface-disturbing activities. 
 ▶ Existing roads will be used wherever possible. Additional roads shall be kept to the minimum. Route locations 
must be approved by the BLM prior to construction. 
 ▶ Roads will be constructed and maintained to BLM road standards (BLM Manual 9113 [BLM 1985]). All vehicle 
travel will be within the approved driving surface.

22.3 Stipulations 
 ▶ The Holder shall notify the BLM Authorized Officer at least 48 hours prior to the commencement construction, 
reclamation, maintenance, or any surface-disturbing activities under this grant. 
 ▶ Copies of the right-of-way grant with the stipulations shall be kept on site during construction and maintenance 
activities. All construction personnel shall review the grant and stipulations before working on the right-of-way 
or permitted area. 
 ▶ All facilities shall be labeled with the authorization number, operator, and contact information. 
 ▶ No signs or advertising devices shall be placed on the premises or on adjacent public lands, except those posted 
by or at the direction of the BLM Authorized Officer. 
 ▶ The Holder shall promptly remove and dispose of all waste caused by its activities. The term “waste” as used 
herein means all discarded matter including, but not limited to, human waste, trash, garbage, refuse, petroleum 
products, ashes, and equipment. No burning of trash, trees, brush, or any other material shall be allowed. 
 ▶ The Holder shall notify all existing right-of-way holders in the project area prior to beginning any surface-dis-
turbance or construction activities. The Holder shall obtain an agreement with any existing right-of-way holders 
or other parties with authorized facilities that cross or are adjacent to those of the holder to assure that no dam-
age to an existing right-of-way or authorized facility will occur. The agreement(s) shall be obtained prior to any 
use of the right-of-way or existing facility. 
 ▶ The Holder shall participate in the formation of a Road User’s Association for the road if new right-of-ways are 
granted for use of the existing road. All new users will be required to join the association. 

22.4 References 

BLM (US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management). 1985. BLM Manual 9113: Roads. Release 
9-247. BLM, Washington, DC. June 7, 1985. 83 pp. 

23.0 Transportation and Access 

23.1 Standard Operating Procedures 
 ▶ Continue coordination with counties and other agency road entities to promote utilization of best management 
practices for road maintenance they conduct within NCA boundaries. 
 ▶ Maintain an inventory of existing road and trail systems. 
 ▶ BLM Manual 9113, Roads (BLM 1985a) and BLM Handbook 9113-2, Roads – Inventory and Maintenance 
(BLM 1985b) will be used to guide all maintenance and road construction designs and requirements. Include 
definitions for functional road classification and maintenance levels for BLM roads. 
 ▶ All highway right-of-ways and other road authorizations will contain noxious and invasive weed stipulations 
that include prevention, inventory, treatment, and re-vegetation or rehabilitation. Road abandonment will in-
clude at least three years of post-abandonment monitoring and treatment. 

23.2 Best Management Practices

NEPA Requirements – No new NEPA analysis will be required for road maintenance activities within the defined 
maintenance disturbance/easement footprint, which is defined as previously disturbed or maintained. Disturbance 
outside of the defined maintenance disturbance/easement footprint or road realignment will be subject to additional 
NEPA compliance. 

23.4 References 

BLM (United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management). 1985a. BLM Manual 9113: Roads. 
Release 9-247. BLM, Washington DC. June 7, 1985. 83 pp. 

_____. 1985b. BLM Handbook 9113-2, Roads – Inventory and Maintenance. Release 9-250. BLM, Washington 
DC. December 19, 1985. 18 pp.
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Migratory Birds and Birds of Conservation Concern

BDWNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern 

Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Count 1992-2010
American Goldfinch Carduelis tristis Verified 9
American Kestrel Falco sparverius Verified 6
American Robin Turdus migratorius Verified 6
Ash-throated Flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascens Verified 222
Bendire’s Thrasher Toxostoma bendirei Verified 12
Black-chinned Hummingbird Archilochus alexandri Verified 25
Black-chinned Sparrow Spizella atrogularis Verified 26
Black-headed Grosbeak Pheucticus melanocephalus Verified 8
Black-throated Gray Warbler Setophaga nigrescens Verified 10
Black-throated Sparrow Amphispiza bilineata Verified 1363
Blue Grosbeak Passerina caerulea Verified 11
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher Polioptila caerulea Verified 396
Brewer’s Blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus Verified 14
Brewer’s Sparrow Spizella breweri Verified 58
Broad-tailed Hummingbird Selasphorus platycercus Verified 13
Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater Verified 59
Bullock’s Oriole Icterus bullockii Verified 4
Cassin’s Kingbird Tyrannus vociferans Verified 37
Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina Verified 20
Cliff Swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonota Verified 32
Common Black-Hawk Buteogallus anthracinus Verified 4
Common Nighthawk Chordeiles minor Verified 10
Common Poorwill Phalaenoptilus nuttallii Verified 6
Cordilleran Flycatcher Empidonax occidentalis Verified 2
Dark-eyed Junco Junco hyemalis Verified 2
Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Verified 6
Gray Flycatcher Empidonax wrightii Verified 7
Gray Vireo Vireo vicinior Verified 178
Green-tailed Towhee Pipilo chlorurus Verified 1
House Wren Troglodytes aedon Verified 2
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus Verified 5
Lark Sparrow Chondestes grammacus Verified 28
Lazuli Bunting Passerina amoena Verified 4
Lesser Goldfinch Spinus psaltria Verified 61
Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus Verified 14
Long-eared Owl Asio otus Verified 1
Lucy’s Warbler Oreothlypis luciae Verified 16
Mountain Bluebird Sialia currucoides Verified 11

Table G-1 BDWNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern
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BDWNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern 

Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Count 1992-2010
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura Verified 399
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus Verified 6
Northern Rough-winged Swallow Stelgidopteryx serripennis Verified 4
Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi Verified 1
Phainopepla Phainopepla nitens Verified 7
Plumbeous Vireo Vireo plumbeus Verified 225
Prairie Falcon Falco mexicanus Verified 1
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis Verified 36
Sage Sparrow Amphispiza belli Verified 2
Sage Thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus Verified 2
Say’s Phoebe Sayornis saya Verified 63
Scott’s Oriole Icterus parisorum Verified 26
Sharp-shinned Hawk Accipiter striatus Verified 1
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia Verified 15
Spotted Towhee Pipilo maculatus Verified 84
Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor Verified 18
Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura Verified 25
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus Verified 101
Violet-green Swallow Tachycineta thalassina Verified 119
Virginia’s Warbler Oreothlypis virginiae Verified 7
Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus Verified 1
Western Kingbird Tyrannus verticalis Verified 136
Western Meadowlark Sturnella neglecta Verified 44
Western Wood-Pewee Contopus sordidulus Verified 1
White-throated Swift Aeronautes saxatalis Verified 254
White-winged Dove Zenaida asiatica Verified 1
Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia Verified 12
Yellow-breasted Chat Icteria virens Verified 2

RCNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern  

Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Count 1962-2010
American Avocet Recurvirostra americana Verified 1
American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus Verified 2
American Coot Fulica americana Verified 32251
American Goldfinch Carduelis tristis Verified 2178
American Kestrel Falco sparverius Verified 1480
American Pipit Anthus rubescens Verified 10113
American Robin Turdus migratorius Verified 8448
American White Pelican Pelecanus erythrorhynchos Verified 7
American Wigeon Anas americana Verified 13772
Anna’s Hummingbird Calypte anna Verified 12
Ash-throated Flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascens Verified 1
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica 0
Belted Kingfisher Megaceryle alcyon Verified 206
Black-and-white Warbler Mniotilta varia Verified 1
Black-chinned Hummingbird Archilochus alexandri Verified 1
Black-chinned Sparrow Spizella atrogularis Verified 1
Black-crowned Night-Heron Nycticorax nycticorax Verified 68
Black-headed Grosbeak Pheucticus melanocephalus Verified 1
Black-throated Sparrow Amphispiza bilineata Verified 5
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher Polioptila caerulea Verified 30
Blue-winged Teal Anas discors Verified 14
Bonaparte’s Gull Chroicocephalus philadelphia Verified 1
Brewer’s Blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus Verified 39591
Brewer’s Sparrow Spizella breweri Verified 70
Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater Verified 912
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola Verified 1207
Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia Verified 18
California Gull Larus californicus Verified 138
Canada Goose Branta canadensis Verified 5431
Canvasback Aythya valisineria Verified 925
Cassin’s Finch Carpodacus cassinii Verified 210
Cattle Egret Bubulcus ibis Verified 7
Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum Verified 1983
Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina Verified 17
Cinnamon Teal Anas cyanoptera Verified 15
Clark’s Grebe Aechmophorus clarkii Verified 10
Common Goldeneye Bucephala clangula Verified 574
Common Loon Gavia immer Verified 9
Common Merganser Mergus merganser Verified 1657
Common Moorhen Gallinula chloropus Verified 70
Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas Verified 23
Cooper’s Hawk Accipiter cooperii Verified 369

Table G-2 RCNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern
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RCNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern  

Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Count 1962-2010
Costa’s Hummingbird Calypte costae Verified 5
Dark-eyed Junco Junco hyemalis Verified 15434
Double-crested Cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus Verified 108
Dunlin Calidris alpina Verified 2
Eared Grebe Podiceps nigricollis Verified 292
Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis Verified 274
Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca Verified 14
Gadwall Anas strepera Verified 516
Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Verified 145
Golden-crowned Kinglet Regulus satrapa Verified 15
Golden-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia atricapilla Verified 14
Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias Verified 340
Great Egret Ardea alba Verified 14
Greater White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons Verified 20
Green Heron Butorides virescens Verified 10
Green-tailed Towhee Pipilo chlorurus Verified 3
Green-winged Teal Anas crecca Verified 910
Hermit Thrush Catharus guttatus Verified 35
Herring Gull Larus argentatus Verified 3
House Wren Troglodytes aedon Verified 11
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus Verified 1762
Lark Sparrow Chondestes grammacus Verified 11
Least Sandpiper Calidris minutilla Verified 29
Lesser Goldfinch Spinus psaltria Verified 4054
Lesser Scaup Aythya affinis Verified 1010
Lincoln’s Sparrow Melospiza lincolnii Verified 122
Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus Verified 590
Long-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus scolopaceus Verified 1
Long-eared Owl Asio otus Verified 21
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos Verified 9549
Marsh Wren Cistothorus palustris Verified 702
Merlin Falco columbarius Verified 133
Mountain Bluebird Sialia currucoides Verified 1131
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura Verified 10072
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus Verified 1578
Northern Harrier Circus cyaneus Verified 831
Northern Pintail Anas acuta Verified 479
Northern Shoveler Anas clypeata Verified 4315
Orange-crowned Warbler Oreothlypis celata Verified 178
Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus Verified 20
Phainopepla Phainopepla nitens Verified 2
Pied-billed Grebe Podilymbus podiceps Verified 793

RCNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern  

Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Count 1962-2010
Pine Siskin Spinus pinus Verified 1004
Plumbeous Vireo Vireo plumbeus Verified 1
Prairie Falcon Falco mexicanus Verified 137
Red-breasted Merganser Mergus serrator Verified 4
Redhead Aythya americana Verified 1062
Red-naped Sapsucker Sphyrapicus nuchalis Verified 155
Red-shouldered Hawk Buteo lineatus Verified 3
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis Verified 1761
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus Verified 112112
Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis Verified 7102
Ring-necked Duck Aythya collaris Verified 16405
Ross’s Goose Chen rossii Verified 34
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regulus calendula Verified 2063
Ruddy Duck Oxyura jamaicensis Verified 9415
Sage Sparrow Amphispiza belli Verified 619
Sage Thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus Verified 8
Sandhill Crane Grus canadensis Verified 2
Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis Verified 2243
Say’s Phoebe Sayornis saya Verified 1498
Sharp-shinned Hawk Accipiter striatus Verified 347
Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus Verified 1
Snow Goose Chen caerulescens Verified 41
Snowy Egret Egretta thula Verified 3
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia Verified 3261
Sora Porzana carolina Verified 45
Spotted Sandpiper Actitis macularius Verified 4
Spotted Towhee Pipilo maculatus Verified 771
Swainson’s Hawk Buteo swainsoni Verified 2
Swainson’s Thrush Catharus ustulatus Verified 1
Swamp Sparrow Melospiza georgiana Verified 9
Townsend’s Solitaire Myadestes townsendi Verified 66
Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura Verified 5
Vermilion Flycatcher Pyrocephalus rubinus Verified 31
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus Verified 98
Virginia Rail Rallus limicola Verified 155
Western Bluebird Sialia mexicana Verified 297
Western Kingbird Tyrannus verticalis Verified 1
Western Meadowlark Sturnella neglecta Verified 12643
Western Sandpiper Calidris mauri Verified 1
White-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia leucophrys Verified 131551
White-winged Dove Zenaida asiatica Verified 108
Williamson’s Sapsucker Sphyrapicus thyroideus Verified 1
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APPENDIX H
Special Recreation Management Areas

Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area 
Beaver Dam Wash Special Recreation Management Area 

Recreation Setting Characteristics Matrix

RCNCA Migratory Birds And Birds Of Conservation Concern  

Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Count 1962-2010
Wilson’s Snipe Gallinago delicata Verified 29
Wilson’s Warbler Cardellina pusilla Verified 2
Wood Duck Aix sponsa Verified 293
Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia Verified 1
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker Sphyrapicus varius Verified 19
Yellow-headed Blackbird Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus Verified 25
Yellow-rumped Warbler Setophaga coronata Verified 1659

SOCIAL COMPONENTS 
Qualities Associated with Use

Social Component Primitive Backcountry Frontcountry

Contacts (average 
for other groups) 0 to 2 encounters per day. 0 to 5 encounters per day and 

designated trails.

1 to 6 encounters per day on 
primitive roads and designated 

trails.
Group Size (aver-

age for other 
groups)

1 to people per group. 1 to 4 people per group. 2 to 8 people per group.

Evidence of Use

No alteration of the natural 
terrain. 

Footprints only observed. Sounds 
of people rare.

Alteration of the natural terrain 
limited to primitive roads, des-
ignated trails, and user-created 

trails. 
Sounds of people and traffic 

infrequent.

Alteration of the natural ter-
rain consists of graded roads, 

primitive roads and designated 
trails with some widening of the 
tread and impacts to vegetation 

observed.  
Sounds of people and traffic fre-

quently heard.

PHYSICAL COMPONENTS 
Qualities of the Landscape

Physical 
Component

Primitive Backcountry Frontcountry

Remoteness
Adjacent to primitive motorized 

routes.
No routes are present.

Portions adjacent to paved 
highway.

Primitive motorized routes and 
mechanized routes with natural 

surfacing are present.

Adjacent to paved highway.
County roads, primitive motor-

ized routes, and mechanized 
routes with natural surfacing are 

present.

Naturalness Undisturbed, natural appearing 
landscape.

Mostly natural landscape 
with some livestock grazing 

modifications.

Landscape partially modified but 
development does not overpower 

the natural landscape.

Facilities
No developed trails.

No structures present.  

Mix of designated dispersed 
campsites, constructed trails and 
unmaintained primitive routes. 
Trail structures consist of infre-
quent directional and regulatory 

signs. 

Trailhead facilities consist of 
designated dispersed campsites, 
fenced parking and interpretive 

kiosks. 
Trail structures consist of fre-

quent directional and regulatory 
signs. 
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Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area 
Beaver Dam Wash Special Recreation Management Area 

RMZ Supporting Information

Introduction

The enabling legislation for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA is Public Law 111-11 of 2009 (OPLMA). It stated that the 
purpose of the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation area was: “to conserve, protect, and enhance for the ben-
efit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, 
natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National Conservation Area.”

The enabling legislation clearly recognized recreation as one of the values of the NCA.

Even though it lacks the heavy, intensive use that the Red Cliffs NCA receives, NCA status has given Beaver Dam 
Wash a higher profile which has resulted in a corresponding increase in visitation. The area has long been a popu-
lar destination for rock climbers as there are classic limestone crags around every corner. The area is also a favorite 
winter/spring destination for OHV users to experience the Mojave Desert’s northern most Joshua tree community 
and the rugged landscape of the Beaver Dam Mountains juxtaposed against sweeping alluvial floodplains. Upland 
game bird hunters also enjoy quail hunting on the lower slopes of the Beaver Dam Mountains. Because of the over-
lap of critical tortoise habitat and a diverse set of increasingly popular recreational activities, Special Recreation 
Management Area (SRMA) status is proposed in all action alternatives. 

SMRA Objectives

Objective Statement—Beaver Dam Wash SRMA

The Beaver Dam Wash SRMA offers high quality sustainable recreation opportunities and visitor services, while con-
serving and protecting other resource values of the NCA. Participants in visitor assessments would report an average 
4.0 realization of the targeted experience and benefit outcomes listed below. (4.0 on a probability scale where: 1 = Not 
at all realized to 5 = totally realized).

RMZ Objectives: Frontcountry

The Frontcountry RMZ offers high quality sustainable hiking, hunting, camping, mountain biking, rock climbing and 
equestrian opportunities, while conserving and protecting other resource values of the NCA.

Activities 
 ▶ Upland game bird hunting, ATV riding, and vehicle touring on easily accessible roads and primitive roads

 Experiences 
 ▶ Enjoying a wide variety of recreational opportunities
 ▶ Having the ability to participate in outdoor activities so close to town 
 ▶ Enjoying self-directed exploration

 Benefits
 ▶ Improving outdoor skills and abilities
 ▶ Escaping everyday responsibilities
 ▶ Stronger ties with family and friends

RMZ Objectives: Backcountry

The Backcountry RMZ offers challenging, and sustainable backcountry, non-motorized opportunities, while conserv-
ing and protecting other resource values of the NCA.

Activities 
 ▶ Hiking, mountain biking on long, challenging trails
 ▶ Secluded backcountry rock climbing

 

APPENDIX  H APPENDIX  H

OPERATIONAL COMPONENTS 
Conditions Created by Management and Controls over Recreation Use

Operational 
Component

Primitive Backcountry Frontcountry

Access (types of 
travel allowed)

Foot and horse travel only. 
Off trail travel allowed.

Four-wheel drive vehicles on 
primitive roads.

 Mountain bike, foot, and horse 
travel on designated trails. 
No off-trail travel allowed.

Two-wheel drive vehicles on 
graded roads. Four-wheel drive 

vehicles on primitive roads.
Mountain bike, foot, and horse 

travel on designated trails. 
No off-trail travel allowed.

Visitor Services 
and Interpretation

Detailed maps and brochures 
available off-site. 

Staff is not present. 

Detailed maps and brochures 
available off-site. 

Staff is rarely present. 

Detailed maps and brochures 
available off-site. Directional, 

regulatory, and interpretive signs 
are common.

Staff is occasionally present. 

Managment 
Controls (signing)

No posting or signing of rules, 
regulations, or ethical standards.  
Directional signing is minimum 

required for public safety.

Basic regulations clearly posted at 
heavy traffic locations. 

Directional signs posted at critical 
primitive road and trail junctions.

Detailed rules, regulations, and 
ethical standards clearly posted at 

multiple locations. 
Directional signs evident at criti-
cal road intersections and along 

trail routes.
Managment 

Controls 
(camping)

Dispersed camping allowed. 
Limited to backpacking and 

horsepacking.

Dispersed camping allowed at 
designated sites only.

Dispersed camping allowed at 
designated sites only.

Management 
Controls (law 
enforcement)

Law enforcement and non-LEO 
Park Rangers rarely patrol.  

Respond to incidents and rescues 
only.

Law enforcement and non-LEO 
Park Rangers patrol infrequently. 
Respond to incidents and rescues.

Law enforcement and non-LEO 
Park Rangers patrol occasionally. 
Respond to incidents and rescues.

Management 
Controls 

(monitoing)

Annual recreational impact 
monitoring conducted.

Monitoring conducted annually 
to determine maintenance needs 
and collect information on the 

extent of visitor impacts.

Monitoring conducted quarterly 
to annually depending on loca-
tion to determine maintenance 

needs and collect information on 
the extent of visitor impacts.

Existing Setting

Prescribed Setting
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Experiences 
 ▶ Testing endurance
 ▶ Sharing challenging outdoor adventure with friends
 ▶ Experiencing a wide variety of outdoor environments

 Benefits
 ▶ Gaining greater self-confidence
 ▶ Stronger ties with family and friends
 ▶ Temporary freedom from urban life

RMZ Objectives: Primitive

The Primitive RMZ offers remote, adventurous, and sustainable non-motorized opportunities, while conserving and 
protecting other resource values of the NCA.

Activities 
 ▶ Hiking and horseback riding on rugged, challenging, and remote terrain

Experiences 
 ▶ Enjoying strenuous physical exercise
 ▶ Enjoying risk-taking activities
 ▶ Developing self-sufficiency

 Benefits
 ▶ Stronger ties with friends through shared experiences
 ▶ Greater environmental awareness
 ▶ Increased adaptability to outdoor challenges

Recreation Setting Characteristic Descriptions: Frontcountry

Physical Components

This RMZ is accessed directly from Highway 91. It contains graded County roads and primitive two-tracks. The land-
scape is partially modified but development does not overpower the natural landscape. Transmission lines in the IPP 
power line ROW are visible from many areas within the zone. Mechanized routes with natural surfacing are planned 
and would be a primary recreational component. Road and trail structures would consist of frequent directional, 
regulatory, and interpretive signs. 

 Social Components 

Visitors to this RMZ can expect between 1-7 encounters per day on primitive roads and trails, with group sizes rang-
ing from 2-8 people per group. Alteration of the natural terrain consists of graded roads, primitive roads, and desig-
nated trails. Sounds of people are frequently heard.

 Operational Components

Two-wheel drive vehicles are common on roads and four-wheel drive vehicles are common on primitive roads. All 
traffic, both motorized and non-motorized, is restricted to designated roads and trails. Because this zone is primarily 
within critical desert tortoise habitat, no off-trail travel is allowed. Dispersed camping is allowed at designated sites 
only, each of which is marked and contains a metal campfire ring. Detailed maps and brochures are available off-site 
and directional, regulatory, and interpretive signs are common. Detailed rules, regulations, and ethical standards 
clearly posted at multiple locations. Directional signs evident at critical locations and along trail routes. Law en-
forcement and non-LEO Park Rangers patrol this zone occasionally, but primarily respond to incidents and rescues. 
Monitoring is conducted quarterly depending on location to determine maintenance needs and collect information 
on the extent of off-trail impacts.

Recreation Setting Characteristic Descriptions: Backcountry

Physical Components 

This RMZ is accessed primarily from the Frontcountry Zone, and in some locations, directly from County roads or 
Old Highway 91. It contains primitive roads that are used for ATV riding, hunting, and rock climbing access. The 
landscape is mostly natural with some livestock grazing modifications. Transmission lines and water utility structures 
are visible in a few locations. A mix of maintained and unmaintained, natural surface primitive roads and non-mo-
torized routes are the primary recreation component. Primitive road and trail structures consist of infrequent direc-
tional and regulatory signs. 

Social Components

Visitors to this RMZ can expect between 1-6 encounters per day on primitive roads and designated trails, with group 
sizes ranging from 1–5 people per group. Larger groups are rare in this zone. Alteration of the natural terrain limited 
to primitive two-tracks and trails. Sounds of other people are infrequent. Solitude can be found in this zone.

Operational Components

Four-wheel drive vehicles are occasionally seen on primitive roads. All traffic, both motorized and non-motorized, 
is restricted to designated roads and trails. Because this zone is partially within critical desert tortoise habitat, no off-
trail travel is allowed. Dispersed camping may be allowed in designated sites only. Detailed maps and brochures avail-
able off-site and basic regulations are posted at heavy traffic locations. Directional signs are the minimum required 
for public safety. Law enforcement and non-LEO Park Rangers patrol infrequently and their main interaction with 
this zone is response to incidents and rescues. Monitoring is conducted annually depending on location to determine 
maintenance needs and collect information on the extent of off-trail impacts.

Recreation Setting Characteristic Descriptions: Primitive

Physical Components

This RMZ has a few primitive roads that were closed by Congress in OPLMA. It is accessed primarily from the 
Frontcountry and Backcountry Zones and in one location, directly from a maintained County road. The landscape is 
undisturbed and natural appearing. No structures are present. 

Social Components

Visitors to this RMZ can expect between 0-2 encounters per day, with group size ranging from 1 to 4 people per 
group. Alteration of the natural terrain consists of user created trails. Sounds of other visitors are rare. Solitude can be 
found throughout this zone.
 Operational Components

Travel is limited to foot and horse traffic only and off trail travel is allowed. Dispersed camping is allowed but limited 
to backpacking and horsepacking. Detailed maps and brochures are available off-site. Rules, regulations, and ethical 
standards are posted outside the zone boundary. Law enforcement and non-LEO Park Rangers do not patrol and their 
main interaction with this zone is response to incidents and rescues. Monitoring is conducted annually depending on 
location to determine maintenance needs and collect information on the extent of off-trail impacts.

Management Actions and Allowable Use Decisions

Recreation and Visitor Services Program 

The key component of SRMA management used to protect setting characteristics will be the development of a 
Recreation Master Plan. The RAMP will identify specific management actions for recreational activities and visitor 
services within the SRMA and would include, but is not limited to:

 ▶ Non-motorized trail standards;
 ▶ Motorized routes;
 ▶ Rock climbing;
 ▶ Dispersed camping;

APPENDIX  H APPENDIX  H
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 ▶ Architectural design standards ;
 ▶ Recreational impact monitoring standards and procedures.

Other Programs 

Section 1975 (a) of OPLMA mandates the Secretary, to develop a comprehensive management plan for the Beaver 
Dam Wash NCA to achieve the following Congressionally-defined purposes:

To conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, 
scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the NCA

OPLMA specifically restricts allowable uses by withdrawing the public lands of this NCA, subject to valid existing 
rights, from:

 all forms of entry, appropriation, and disposal under the public land laws; 
 ▶ location, entry, and patenting under the mining laws; and
 ▶ operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.

These Congressional actions, combined with the existing critical desert tortoise habitat inside the NCA, provide over-
arching protection for recreation settings in the Beaver Dam Wash SRMA. It restricts all recreation activities outside 
the Rural Zone to non-motorized modes of travel.

Implementation Decisions

The primary implementation decision required for the long term success of the Beaver Dam Wash SRMA is comple-
tion of the St. George field Office Travel Management Plan. The travel planning effort is on a separate, but parallel 
track to this land use planning effort and its release will follow closely behind this plan.

There is an implementation decision in Chapter 2 that states "Construct new trails in the Rural, Frontcountry, or 
Backcountry Zones, as shown in the Travel Management Plan for Alternative (B, C, D)." This is an implementation 
decision and it was included because the travel plan is certainly the most anticipated part of the current SGFO plan-
ning efforts. 

The travel plan for the NCA mirrors the aspirational goals of the individual alternatives in this plan. But it also recog-
nizes the reality that the NCA contains critical desert tortoise habitat. The travel plan is based on the assumption that 
the greater St. George metropolitan area will continue to grow and visitation to the NCA will rise at a correspond-
ing rate. In order to effectively manage recreational use and protect critical habitat, the trail system must provide the 
experience that visitors are seeking. 

Red Cliffs National Conservation Area 
Red Cliffs Special Recreation Management Area 

Recreation Setting Characteristics Matrix

APPENDIX  H APPENDIX  H

SOCIAL COMPONENTS 
Qualities Associated with Use

Social Component Primitive Backcountry Frontcountry Rural

Contacts (average 
for other groups)

0 to 3 encounters per 
day on primitive routes.

1 to 6 encounters per 
day and designated 

trails.

2 to 12 encounters per 
day on designated trails.

5 to 40 encounters per 
day in campgrounds and 
at developed trailheads.

Group Size (aver-
age for other 

groups)
1 to 3 people per group. 1 to 6 people per group. 2 to10 people per group. 2 to 15 people per group.

Evidence of Use

Alteration of the natural 
terrain consists of user 

created trails. 
Sounds of other visitors 

rare.

Alteration of the natural 
terrain limited to desig-
nated trails with some 
widening of the tread. 

Sounds of other visitors 
infrequent.

Alteration of the natural 
terrain limited to desig-
nated trails. Trail braid-

ing is common.  
Sounds of people fre-

quently heard.

Large areas of altera-
tion prevalent.  Paved 

surfaces common.  
Sounds of people con-

stantly heard. 

PHYSICAL COMPONENTS 
Qualities of the Landscape

Physical 
Component

Primitive Backcountry Frontcountry Rural

Remoteness

Within ½ mile of 
paved municipal roads, 
highways, and unpaved 

County roads.
Primitive routes are 

present.

Within ¼ mile of 
paved municipal roads, 
highways, and unpaved 

County roads. 
Mechanized routes with 

natural surfacing are 
present.

Adjacent to paved mu-
nicipal roads, highways, 

and unpaved County 
roads

Unpaved utility roads 
and mechanized routes 
with natural surfacing 

are present.

Paved municipal roads, 
highways, and un-

paved County roads are 
present.

Naturalness

Undisturbed, natural ap-
pearing landscape.
Boundary corre-

sponds with designated 
wilderness. 

Mostly natural land-
scape with some 
modifications. 

Transmission lines and 
water utility structures 

visible in some locations.

Landscape partially 
modified with develop-
ment dominating the 
natural landscape in a 

few areas.
Paved and unpaved 

roads and utility devel-
opments are typically 

visible.

Natural landscape con-
siderably modified. 

Utility development, 
paved highways, mu-

nicipal subdivisions, and 
campgrounds dominate 

the landscape.

Facilities

Trails are unmaintained 
primitive routes, typi-

cally in washes. 
No structures present.

Mix of maintained and 
unmaintained trails. 

Trail structures consist 
of infrequent directional 

and regulatory signs. 

Maintained and marked 
trails.

Trail structures consist 
of frequent directional, 

regulatory, and interpre-
tive signs. 

Facilities consist of 
paved roads, camp-
grounds, restrooms, 
day-use areas, fenced 

parking, and interpretive 
kiosks.
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Red Cliffs National Conservation Area 
Red Cliffs Special Recreation Management Area 

RMZ Supporting Information

Introduction

The enabling legislation for the Red Cliffs NCA is Public Law 111-11 of 2009 (OPLMA). It stated that the purpose of 
the Red Cliffs National Conservation area was: “to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of 
present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, 
and scientific resources of the National Conservation Area.”

The enabling legislation clearly recognized recreation as one of the values of the NCA.

Even though it lacked an official BLM Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) designation, the NCA has been 
effectively managed as an SRMA since the adoption of the Public Use Plan (PUP) for the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve 
in June 2000. This document was tiered to the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan and it recognized the 
value of this open space for dispersed, non-motorized recreation opportunities. It also recognized that recreational 
use needs to be intensively managed in order to protect the critical desert tortoise habitat that was the driving force 
behind the Reserve. Because of the overlap of critical habitat, urban interface, and existing recreation management, 
SRMA status is proposed in all action alternatives. 

SMRA Objectives

Objective Statement—Red Cliffs NCA

The Red Cliffs SRMA offers high quality sustainable recreation opportunities and visitor services, while conserving 
and protecting other resource values of the NCA.

RMZ Objectives: Rural

The Rural RMZ offers high quality, sustainable, family-friendly activities and educational opportunities, while con-
serving and protecting other resource values of the NCA.

Activities 
 ▶ Car camping at the Red Cliffs Recreation Area
 ▶ Day-use activities like picnicking and visiting interpretive displays
 ▶ Exploring interpreted archaeological and paleontological sites

 Experiences
 ▶ Participating in self-education activities
 ▶ Enjoying family and friends

 Benefits
 ▶ Stronger ties with family and friends
 ▶ Greater respect for cultural heritage
 ▶ Temporary freedom from urban life

RMZ Objectives: Frontcountry

The Frontcountry RMZ offers high quality sustainable non-motorized recreation opportunities, while conserving and 
protecting other resource values of the NCA.

Activities 
 ▶ Hiking, biking, and horseback riding on easily accessible trails
 ▶ Rock climbing just minutes from the urban interface

Experiences 
 ▶ Enjoying a wide variety of recreational opportunities
 ▶ Having the ability to participate in outdoor activities so close to town 

APPENDIX  H APPENDIX  H

OPERATIONAL COMPONENTS 
Conditions Created by Management and Controls over Recreation Use

Operational 
Component

Primitive Backcountry Frontcountry Rural

Access (types of 
travel allowed)

Foot and horse travel 
only. 

Off trail travel allowed

Four-wheel drive ve-
hicles on administrative 

roads.
 Mountain bike, foot, 

and horse travel on des-
ignated trails. 

No off-trail travel 
allowed.

Two-wheel drive ve-
hicles on administrative 

roads.
Mountain bike, foot, and 

horse travel on desig-
nated trails. 

No off-trail travel 
allowed.

Ordinary highway auto 
and truck traffic on 
paved and unpaved, 

graded roads. 
Off trail travel allowed 

by non-motorized users.

Visitor Services 
and Interpretation

Detailed maps and bro-
chures available off-site. 

Staff is not present. 

Detailed maps and bro-
chures available off-site. 

Staff is rarely present. 

Detailed maps and bro-
chures available off-site. 
Directional, regulatory, 
and interpretive signs 

are common.
Staff is occasionally 

present. 

Detailed maps and 
brochures available on 

and off-site. Directional, 
regulatory, and interpre-

tive kiosks at all entry 
points.

Staff is consistently 
present.

Managment 
Controls (signing)

No posting or signing 
of rules, regulations, or 

ethical standards.  
Directional signing is 

minimum required for 
public safety.

Basic regulations clearly 
posted at heavy traffic 

locations. 
Directional signs posted 
at critical trail junctions.

Detailed rules, regula-
tions, and ethical stan-
dards clearly posted at 

multiple locations. 
Directional signs evident 
at critical locations and 

along trail routes.

Comprehensive rules, 
regulations, and ethical 
standards clearly posted 

at all access points. 
Directional signing 

evident on roads and at 
trailheads.

Managment 
Controls 

(camping)

Dispersed camp-
ing allowed. Limited 
to backpacking and 

horsepacking.

Dispersed camping al-
lowed at designated sites 

only.

Dispersed camping not 
allowed.

Camping allowed in the 
Red Cliffs Campground 
and Sand Cove Primitive 

Campground only. 
Dispersed camping not 

allowed. 

Management 
Controls (law 
enforcement)

Law enforcement and 
non-LEO Park Rangers 

rarely patrol.  
Respond to incidents 

and rescues only.

Law enforcement and 
non-LEO Park Rangers 

patrol infrequently. 
Respond to incidents 

and rescues.

Law enforcement and 
non-LEO Park Rangers 

patrol occasionally. 
Respond to incidents 

and rescues.

Law enforcement and 
non-LEO Park Rangers  

patrol on a regular basis. 
Respond to incidents 

and rescues.

Management 
Controls 

(monitoing)

Annual wilderness 
impact monitoring 

conducted.

Monitoring conducted 
annually to determine 

maintenance needs and 
collect information on 

the extent of visitor 
impacts.

Monitoring conducted 
monthly to bi-annually 
depending on location 
to determine mainte-

nance needs and collect 
information on the 

extent of visitor impacts.

Monitoring conducted 
daily to weekly in high 
use areas to determine 
maintenance needs and 
collect information on 

the visitor impacts.

Existing Setting

Prescribed Setting
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 ▶ Getting much needed exercise

Benefits
 ▶ Improving outdoor skills and abilities
 ▶ Gaining greater self-confidence
 ▶ Escaping everyday responsibilities

RMZ Objectives: Backcountry

The Backcountry RMZ offers challenging, and sustainable backcountry, non-motorized opportunities, while conserv-
ing and protecting other resource values of the NCA.

Activities 
 ▶ Hiking, biking, and horseback riding on long, challenging trails

 Experiences 
 ▶ Testing endurance
 ▶ Sharing challenging outdoor adventure with friends
 ▶ Experiencing a wide variety of outdoor environments

 Benefits
 ▶ Stronger ties with family and friends
 ▶ Temporary freedom from urban life
 ▶ Increased adaptability to outdoor challenges 

RMZ Objectives: Primitive

The Primitive RMZ offers remote, adventurous, and sustainable non-motorized opportunities, while conserving and 
protecting other resource values of the NCA.

Activities 
 ▶ Hiking and horseback riding on rugged, challenging, and remote terrain
 ▶ Traditional rock climbing on remote crags

 Experiences 
 ▶ Enjoying strenuous physical exercise
 ▶ Enjoying risk-taking activities
 ▶ Developing self-sufficiency

 Benefits
 ▶ Stronger ties with friends through shared experiences
 ▶ Greater environmental awareness
 ▶ Increased adaptability to outdoor challenges

Recreation Setting Characteristic Descriptions: Rural

Physical Components

This RMZ contains all roads, trailheads and access points for the NCA, including paved municipal roads, highways, 
and unpaved County roads. It includes highly developed areas like the Red Cliffs Recreation Area. Power lines, 
water facilities, paved highways, and municipal subdivisions are immediately adjacent and dominate the landscape. 
Facilities in this RMZ consist of paved roads, campgrounds, restrooms, day-use areas, fenced parking, and interpre-
tive kiosks. 

Social Components

Visitors to this RMZ can expect people to be everywhere, even during the week. 5-40 encounters per day in camp-
grounds and at developed trailheads is common. Group sizes range from 2-15 people per group with the larger 
groups primarily in developed day-use areas. Large areas of alteration prevalent and paved surfaces are common. 

Sounds of other visitors are everywhere. Comprehensive signage that contains rules, regulations, and ethical stan-
dards are clearly posted at all access points. 

Operational Components 

Visitors to this RMZ can expect a steady stream of highway auto and truck traffic on paved and unpaved, graded 
roads. This RMZ has the highest number of operational controls. Detailed maps and brochures available both on 
and off-site. Directional, regulatory, and interpretive kiosks can be found at all trailheads and entry points. Staff is 
consistently present and Law enforcement and non-LEO Park Rangers patrol on a regular basis. Directional signing 
is evident on roads and at trailheads. Camping is allowed in the Red Cliffs Campground and Sand Cove Primitive 
Campground only. Dispersed camping is not allowed. Monitoring is conducted daily to weekly in high use areas to 
determine maintenance needs and collect information on the visitor impacts.

Recreation Setting Characteristic Descriptions: Frontcountry

Physical Components

This RMZ is accessed from the roads and trailheads in the Rural Zone. It is adjacent to paved municipal roads, high-
ways, and unpaved County roads. It contains unpaved utility roads that are used for administrative access to electrical 
and water utilities. The landscape is partially modified with development dominating the natural landscape in a few 
areas. Paved and unpaved roads and utility developments are visible from many areas within the zone. Mechanized 
routes with natural surfacing that are maintained and marked are the primary recreational component. Trail struc-
tures consist of frequent directional, regulatory, and interpretive signs. 

Social Components 

Visitors to this RMZ can expect between 2-12 encounters per day on designated trails, with group sizes ranging from 
2-10 people per group. Larger groups are often part of commercial hiking, biking, and climbing permit holders and 
are accompanied by guides. Alteration of the natural terrain limited to designated trails. Because use is typically 
heavy, trail braiding is common, particularly where equestrian use is common. Sounds of people frequently heard but 
considerably less than the Rural Zone.

Operational Components

Two-wheel drive vehicles that service water and power utilities are common on administrative roads. Mountain bike, 
foot, and horse travel is allowed on designated trails only. Because this zone is primarily within critical desert tortoise 
habitat, no off-trail travel or dispersed camping is allowed. Detailed maps and brochures are available off-site and 
directional, regulatory, and interpretive signs are common. Detailed rules, regulations, and ethical standards clearly 
posted at multiple locations. Directional signs evident at critical locations and along trail routes. Law enforcement 
and non-LEO Park Rangers patrol this zone occasionally, but primarily respond to incidents and rescues. Monitoring 
is conducted monthly to biannually depending on location to determine maintenance needs and collect information 
on the extent of off-trail impacts.

Recreation Setting Characteristic Descriptions: Backcountry

Physical Components

This RMZ is accessed primarily from the Frontcountry Zone and in some locations, directly from the Rural Zone. It 
is within ¼ mile of paved municipal roads, highways, and unpaved County roads. It contains a few unpaved utility 
roads that are used for administrative access to electrical and water utilities. The landscape is mostly natural with 
some modifications. Transmission lines and water utility structures are visible in some locations. A mix of maintained 
and unmaintained, natural surface mechanized routes are the primary recreation component. Trail structures consist 
of infrequent directional and regulatory signs. 

Social Components

Visitors to this RMZ can expect between 1-6 encounters per day on designated trails, with group sizes ranging from 
1–6 people per group. Larger groups are rare in this zone. Alteration of the natural terrain limited to designated trails 
with some widening of the tread. Sounds of other people are infrequent. Solitude can be found in this zone.
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Operational Components

Four-wheel drive vehicles that service water and power utilities are occasionally seen on administrative roads. 
Mountain bike, foot, and horse travel is allowed on designated trails only. Because this zone is partially within criti-
cal desert tortoise habitat, no off-trail travel is allowed. Dispersed camping may be allowed in designated sites only. 
Detailed maps and brochures available off-site and basic regulations are posted at heavy traffic locations. Directional 
signs are the minimum required for public safety. Law enforcement and non-LEO Park Rangers patrol infrequently 
and their main interaction with this zone is response to incidents and rescues. Monitoring is conducted annually 
depending on location to determine maintenance needs and collect information on the extent of off-trail impacts.

Recreation Setting Characteristic Descriptions: Primitive

Physical Components

This RMZ corresponds with designated wilderness. It is accessed primarily from the Frontcountry and Backcountry 
Zones and in one location, directly from the Rural Zone. It is within ½ mile of paved municipal roads, highways, and 
unpaved County roads. The landscape is undisturbed and natural appearing. Primitive, unmaintained routes are pres-
ent, and are primarily in washes or across slickrock. No structures are present. 

Social Components

Visitors to this RMZ can expect between 0-3 encounters per day on primitive routes, with group size ranging from 1 
to 3 people per group. Alteration of the natural terrain consists of user created trails. Sounds of other visitors are rare. 
Solitude can be found throughout this zone.

Operational Components

Travel is limited to foot and horse traffic only, and off trail travel allowed. Dispersed camping is allowed but limited 
to backpacking and horsepacking. Detailed maps and brochures are available off-site. Rules, regulations, and ethical 
standards are posted outside the wilderness boundary. Law enforcement and non-LEO Park Rangers rarely patrol and 
their main interaction with this zone is response to incidents and rescues. Annual wilderness character monitoring 
conducted.

Management Actions and Allowable Use Decisions

Recreation and Visitor Services Program 

The key component of SRMA management used to protect setting characteristics will be the development of a 
Recreation Master Plan. The RAMP will identify specific management actions for recreational activities and visitor 
services within the SRMA and would include, but is not limited to:

 ▶ Non-motorized trail standards;
 ▶ Motorized routes;
 ▶ Rock climbing;
 ▶ Developed camping;
 ▶ Dispersed camping;
 ▶ Architectural design standards ;
 ▶ Recreational impact monitoring standards and procedures.

Other Programs 

Section 1974 (a) of OPLMA mandates the Secretary, to develop a comprehensive management plan for the Red Cliffs 
NCA to achieve the following Congressionally-defined purposes:

To conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, 
scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the NCA

OPLMA specifically restricts allowable uses by withdrawing the public lands of this NCA, subject to valid existing 
rights, from:

 ▶  all forms of entry, appropriation, and disposal under the public land laws; 

 ▶ location, entry, and patenting under the mining laws; and
 ▶ operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.

These Congressional actions, combined with the existing Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan provide 
overarching protection for recreation settings in the Red Cliffs SRMA. It restricts all recreation activities outside the 
Rural Zone to non-motorized modes of travel.

Implementation Decisions

The primary implementation decision required for the long term success of the Red Cliffs SRMA is completion of the 
St. George field Office Travel Management Plan. The travel planning effort is on a separate, but parallel track to this 
land use planning effort and its release will follow closely behind this plan.

There is an implementation decision in Chapter 2 that states “Construct new trails in the Rural, Frontcountry, or 
Backcountry Zones, as shown in the Travel Management Plan for Alternative (B, C, D).” This is an implementation 
decision and it was included because the travel plan is certainly the most anticipated part of the current SGFO plan-
ning efforts. In the NCA, the travel plan is considered crucial because it proposes a complete overhaul of the existing 
non-motorized trail network. 

The travel plan for the NCA mirrors the aspirational goals of the individual alternatives in this plan. But it also rec-
ognizes the reality that the NCA is the urban interface for the greater St. George metropolitan area and recreational 
visits will continue to grow. The travel plan is based on the assumption that in order to eliminate illegal trail use and 
protect critical habitat, the trail system must provide the experience that visitors are seeking. To do this, some new 
trail construction has to occur.

APPENDIX  H APPENDIX  H



AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 323

APPENDIX I

APPENDIX I
Criteria for the Placement of Natural Surface Trails
The following criteria are used to determine suitable locations for new trails and trail reroutes within the Beaver 
Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCAs. This document utilizes terminology from the Recommended Standardized Trail 
Terminology for Use in Colorado (COTI 2005).

These criteria are to be followed as guidelines. Not all of the criteria can be met on every segment of every trail. Their 
purpose is to help create sustainable, low maintenance trails that provide quality recreation experiences on the basis 
of predetermined trail management objectives (TMOs). Specialty trails requiring higher maintenance may be allowed 
in appropriate locations.

1. Know and understand trail management objectives. TMO’s provide the framework for what the trail will look 
like, who will be using the trail, and how the trail will be managed. Different TMO’s may allow different ap-
plications of the criteria below.

2. Create loops and avoid dead end trails. All trails should begin and end at a trailhead or another trail. A well-
planned stacked loop trail system offers a variety of trail options. Easier, shorter loops are arranged close 
to the trailhead, with longer, more challenging loops extending further beyond the trailhead. Occasionally, 
destination trails to a point of interest will require an out-and-back trail, but only if they cannot be reasonably 
incorporated into a loop.

3. Identify control points and use them to guide trail design and layout. Control points are specific places or 
features that influence where the trail goes. Basic control points include the beginning and end of the trail, 
property boundaries, intersections, drainage crossings, locations for turns, and other trails.

4. Positive control points are places where you want users to visit, including scenic overlooks, historic sites, 
waterfalls, rock outcroppings, lakes, rivers and other natural features or points of interest. If the trail does not 
incorporate these features, users will likely create unsustainable social trails to get to them.

5. Negative control points are places you want users to avoid, such as low-lying wet areas, flat ground, extremely 
steep cross slopes or cliffs, unstable soils, environmentally sensitive areas, sensitive archaeological sites, safety 
hazards, and private property.

6. Knowing these control points provides a design framework. Try to connect the positive control points while 
avoiding the negative control points

7. Use cross slope and avoid flat ground whenever possible. The trail tread should generally run perpendicular to 
the cross slope and should utilize frequent grade reversals. This is the best way to keep water off the trail. Use 
curvilinear design principles to create a trail that follows the natural contours of the topography, sheds water, 
blends with the surrounding terrain, and provides fun recreation opportunities.

8. The following grade guidelines will help determine appropriate tread locations.

9. The Half Rule: “A trail’s grade shouldn’t exceed half the grade of the hillside or sideslope (cross slope) that the 
trail traverses. If the grade does exceed half the sideslope, it’s considered a fall-line trail. Water will flow down 
a fall-line trail rather than run across it. For example, if you’re building across a hillside with a (cross slope) of 
20 percent, the trail-tread grade should not exceed 10 percent” (IMBA 2004). Steeper cross slopes allow more 
flexibility for sustainable tread grades while flat or low angle cross slopes can be problematic. There is an upper 
limit to this rule. Sustaining a 24 percent tread grade, even on a 50 percent cross slope is unlikely. Additionally, 
trail segments may break this rule on durable tread surfaces such as solid rock.

10. The Ten Percent Average Guideline: The average trail grade over the length of the trail should be 10 percent or 
less for greatest sustainability. Short sections of the trail may exceed this, but the overall grade should remain 
at 10 percent or less.

11. Maximum Sustainable Grade: This is the upper grade limit for those short trail segments that push the limits 
of the previous two guidelines. It is determined by a site-specific analysis that is based on TMO’s, environmen-
tal conditions, and observations of existing trails – what’s working, and what’s not?
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12. Grade Reversals: Frequent changes in the direction of tread grade (gentle up and down undulations) will en-
sure that water is forced off the trail at frequent intervals.

13. Locate trails in stable soils. Avoid clays, deep loam and soils that do not drain rapidly. Consider season of use 
and type of use. The capabilities of motorized vehicles to function in wet/muddy conditions make it impera-
tive to avoid unstable or poorly drained soils. Trails that are less likely to be used when wet may be located in 
less-desirable soils if necessary. In western Colorado’s arid environment, the best soil conditions for trails are 
those with high rock content.

14. Drainage crossings are key control points and should be selected carefully. Consider both the trail’s impact on 
the drainage (erosion and sedimentation), and the drainage’s impact on the trail (changing tread surface, water 
channeling onto trail). The trail should descend into and climb out of the drainage to prevent water from flow-
ing down the trail. Avoid long or steep entries into drainages. Design grade reversals into the trail on each side 
of the approach to minimize water and sediment entering from the trail. Look for drainage crossings on rock.

15. Dry washes can be excellent travel ways. They are well defined, contain noise, and are periodically resurfaced 
by flowing water. As long as the wash does not support riparian vegetation and has no major safety problems, 
like water falls, they are well suited to be part of a recreational trail system.

16. Avoid switchbacks. Switchbacks are difficult, time-consuming, and expensive to construct, and require regular 
maintenance. Users often cut them, causing avoidable impacts. Utilizing curvilinear design principles elimi-
nates the need for most switchbacks. Climbing turns are easier to construct and maintain and utilize natural 
terrain features (benches, knolls, rock outcrops) to change the direction of a trail.

17. Avoid ridge tops. Ridge tops are often primary transportation corridors for wildlife, and were often used by 
Native Americans as travel routes. Noise from ridge top trails is broadcast over a wide area. Locate trails on 
side hills, off ridge tops, using ridges and watersheds as natural sound barriers to isolate noise.

18. Use vegetation and other natural features to conceal the trail and absorb noise. This can be difficult in a desert 
environment. Try to minimize the visual impact of the trail by following natural transitions in vegetation or 
soil type. A trail near the base of a sideslope or on rimrock is usually less visible than a mid-slope trail. Denser 
vegetation will hide a trail, lessen noise transmission, and can dissipate the energy of falling raindrops on the 
bare soil of the trail tread.

19. Carefully design intersections to avoid safety problems. When locating a bicycle or motorized vehicle trail be 
aware of sighting distance and sight lines. Collisions can be avoided if riders can see each other. Avoid four 
way intersections. Offsetting the cross traffic helps reduce speeds and reduces the risk of collisions.
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APPENDIX J
Public Comments and Reponses on Draft RMPs and Draft Amendment/EIS
Introduction
BLM-Utah St. George Field Office enlisted the assistance of US Forest Service, TEAMS Enterprise Unit to perform 
the content analysis associated with the comment period for this planning effort. Comments were received by BLM 
via email inbox, mail, and hand delivered letters. The Forest Service Comment Analysis & Response Application 
(CARA) was used to process and analyze comments on the plans from the public.

Content Analysis Process
During the comment period, a total of 6,494 letters were received (Table J-1). Of these letters, 451were designated as 
unique letters, and 472 were designated as duplicate submissions. 5,571 form letters were received.

The 2,415 coded comments were assigned a subject and category code, which al-
lows for the grouping of like-comments by subject and category. Public Concern 
groups (PCs) were then categorized into concern areas, which summarize the 
like-comments in each category and every coded comment was associated 
with a PC. There were a total of 407 responses for the 1,964 substantive coded 
comments.

The comment letters were received from BLM and uploaded to the Comment 
Analysis & Response Application (CARA). Hard copy mail received by BLM was 
scanned into PDF documents and uploaded into CARA.

All coding occurred within CARA. Once the unique and substantially different comments were coded, concerns 
raised by different commenters on the same subject and with the same intent were grouped by subject and category 
code, which captured the essence of like-concerns. The content analysis process ensured that every comment was 
read, analyzed, and considered. The comments were sorted by code and grouped by subject area and similar com-
ments. PCs were prepared with the letter and comment number provided under each statement (ex. 5670-11, indi-
cates letter 5670, comment 11).

TEAMS worked with the BLM in developing the comment coding structure based on the planning documents. 
Unique letters, master form letters, and form plus letters with one or more additional unique and substantive com-
ments were coded in CARA. All attempts were made to group like-comments regarding specific areas together, to be 
addressed by the BLM. A report of all coded comments was provided to the BLM.

List of Commenters
Table J-2 contains the list of individuals who submitted a letter with substantive comments regarding the plans that 
were connected to responses. The list is organized alphabetically, by last name. The third column contains the letter 
number that was assigned to each individual. The fourth column contains the response number that the individual’s 
coded comments were applied to. To find a substantive comment from an individual, find the individuals last name, 
then their letter number, and finally, a response number.

Letter Type Quantity
Unique 451
Duplicate 472
Form 5,358
Form Plus 199
Master Form  14

Total 6,494

Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
4352727315 Anon 6030 100
Abbott Warren 3139 128
Adams Eric 3390 128
Advocates St. 5990 407
Anderson Carole 4675 37, 67, 120, 126, 127, 154, 187, 273, 278, 328, 398, 407
Anderson Ginny 5916 115, 183, 272, 407
Angela Rohr Ralph 5097 278
Anon Anon 6426 97, 105, 114, 185, 298, 337, 398, 407

Table J-1 Letter Type

Table J-2 List of Commenters with Associated Letter and Response Numbers
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Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Anon Anon 6458 407
Anon Anon 6460 407
Anon Tom & Jane 4694 273
Anon Anon 6467 355, 407
Arlidge John 6065 320
Association Veyo 4715 405
Association Veyo 6260 199
Baker Aron 3043 128
Barker Michael 4696 21
Bean Greg 6086 100, 228
Becker Thomas 4592 197
Bennett Kevin 6294 126, 131, 320, 334
Bennett Kevin 6299
Bennett Kevin 6303
Bernstein David 6055 324
Bess Ben 6216 320, 407
Bingham Glenn 4676 123, 127, 278
Bingham Glenn 4680 33, 42, 127, 188, 273, 278
Bock Ann 6439 1, 284, 407
Bolton Jonathan 6238 228
Bowers-Irons Doreen 2822 97
Bowler Bret 6143 298, 319, 320, 389
Bowler Ed 6477 97, 118, 298, 389
Bowler Stuart & Kristy 6483 97
Bowler Kip 6451 116, 126, 298
Bowler Fenton 6492 97
Bray Gayle 6092 251, 407
Brown Kristin 4671 273
Brown Rachel 5906 47, 49, 278
Brown James 5927 225, 227, 324
Buchner Derek 6288 278
Burgen Julia 4628 97
Burkley Michael 6267 407
Butch Anon 5907 228
Butine Tom 5888 320
Carey Barbara 416 97
Carson Anon 3081 197
Cederquist John 6060 228
Chase Kevin 6122 228
Christian Lorraine 5678 6, 15,30 63, 91, 96, 231, 259, 269, 274, 277, 289, 303, 305, 326, 396, 

397, 401, 402
Christiansen Wesley 362 281
Anon Anon 4682 97, 398
Cihak Herb 6251 97, 128

Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Clark Neal 4678 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 83, 97, 138, 179, 180, 181, 182, 214, 228, 236, 241, 

251, 296, 298, 407
Clarke Eric 5679 147, 149, 153, 155, 165, 167, 168, 171, 186, 189, 193, 197, 199, 208, 

220, 228, 229, 231, 233, 239, 244, 247, 248, 252, 254, 261, 263, 269, 
273, 274, 275, 276, 278, 280, 288, 293, 294, 298, 299, 300, 310, 320, 
326, 334, 343, 362, 367, 378, 383, 388, 391, 392, 394, 398, 407

Cluff Daniel 412 291
Committee CTVA 4699 318, 319, 320, 322, 363
Connor Michael 3928 97, 102, 287, 307, 321, 399, 407
Cooper-Francisco Penny 6229 62
Cotts Laura 6173 407
Cox Andy 6091 228
Cram Corey 3787 126, 127, 197, 273
Crandall Gesine 6139 78
Crandall Kristine 6283 19, 78, 97, 136, 220, 228, 251, 279, 407
Crook Susan 5896 1, 97, 159, 164, 169, 172, 173, 178, 214, 224, 228, 298, 320, 326, 398, 

400, 403, 407
Crumbo Kim 4679 35, 100, 236, 297, 298, 299, 344, 352, 407
csvharris Anon 5870 407
Cunningham-Wood Lee 3244 301
Curley Anon 6028 128, 273, 278
D. Dunlap Richard 2981 278
D. Hobson William 3585 278
Dalley Wanda 6169 273
Dalton Jake 2935 197
Dalton Randall 5212 278
Dambkowski Mark 6117 228
Davies Fred 6262 407
Davis Jared 5119 197
Davis Kristy 5271 197
Davis Marilyn 6428 407
dbkay Anon 6089 407
Demas Dave 6466 407
Demas Dave 5673 29, 45, 46, 95, 128, 191, 195, 197, 200, 258, 334, 407
Dickie Megan 5917 10, 11, 12, 14, 64, 69, 100, 170, 174, 197, 211, 228, 250, 255, 262, 298, 

302, 304, 320, 321, 326, 335, 347, 349, 350, 407
DiSante Angelo 5996 197
Drain Deborah 5898 320
Drake Margaret 6188 407
Draper Sam 6170 312
Drumheller Paul 4664 50
Dunn Freddy 6293 407
Dutton Sheila 6481 97
Earl Don 6054 407
Edwards Todd 4713 20, 40, 42, 58, 115, 127, 407
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Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Edwards Christy 6249 407
Edwards Todd 6487 61, 112, 320
Ekins Matt 3109 320
Ellis Adam 5122 319
Ence James 4707 97
Esplin Bridgette 3431 97
Esplin Cody 3488 97
Esplin Tina 4674 43, 50, 51, 53, 56, 111, 121, 126, 131, 197, 243, 260, 264, 272, 273, 274, 

278, 320, 345, 346, 353, 355, 358, 407
Esplin Tina 6486 41, 67, 68, 76, 92, 97, 123, 126, 127, 128, 130, 132, 161, 196, 197, 198, 

199, 201, 203, 228, 271, 273, 278, 291, 298, 320, 390, 407
Evans John 4577 97, 407
Evans Bud 6050 131, 163
Everett David 6470 126, 243, 298, 337
Everitt Ben 6440 51, 273
Falconer Richard 6014 407
Fawcett Jeff 336 27
Fawcett Clark 4708 126, 151, 320, 374, 407
Fawson Donald 6278 407
Ferner John 497 97
Ferris Gregg 5872 407
Fisher Nathan 6286 18, 78, 97, 138, 142, 144, 175, 176, 214, 228, 230, 234, 251, 278, 320
fishin’fool Anon 6226 97, 278
Fite Katie 5897 4, 97, 249, 257, 265, 320, 321, 325, 350, 376, 386, 398, 404
Flanigan Troy 3556 22
Florence Melanie 3086 407
Flynn Corey 6012 228
Foster Mark 6087 371
Foster Mark 6098 320
Frances Alderson George 4532 79, 97, 221, 384, 407
Francisco Chet 6095 407
Freeman Mary 6004 407
Frei Dennis 6214 272
Frei Dennis 6291 97, 199
Frick Paul 6301 407
G. Ron 6437 97
Garcia Kriss 6151 228
Garfield Jake 3933 202, 320, 329, 340, 407
Gastineau Dan 5994 371
Ghaasutah Anon 6261 228
Gibbons Joe 6228 228
Gillette Charles 6421 313, 320, 334, 407
Gipson Raymond 4568 197
glennjaspering Anon 6166 228, 379

Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Governments Authority QuadState 5929 12, 13, 97, 105, 239, 333
Gpboz Anon 5184 131
graff annette 4693 97
Grange Dale 4704 97, 120, 127, 197, 216, 273, 278, 298, 359, 365, 407
Green Sandra 3524 366 
Green Roger 6243 371
Griffiths Ricquelle 2902 197
Griffiths Justin 3059 197
Grubbs Bruce 4544 197
Hafen Darryl 6465 97
Hales Samuel 430 273
Hall Brent 6225 273
Hall Roland 6480 278
Haney James 6073 97
Hansen Marc 6121 197
Hardison Dwight 3447 97
Hart Sandy 2875 278
Hart Chris 6420 320, 334, 398
Harten Bill 6274 228
Hatch Jaymee 5285 364
Hatch Orin 6422 67, 113, 128, 131, 223, 273, 296, 398
Hawley Alfred 6115 228
Hayes Jeanne 6304 298, 320, 407
Heath Gary 6017 228
Heger Win 6442 407
Heinrich Lani 6123 97
Heins Michael 6132 228
Hendry Russ 6079 228
Herburger Lennis 6181 148
Hiscock John 3927 119
Holt Ward 3087 197
Homer Peter 494 77, 97, 313, 407
Houston Thayne 3595 131
Hudson Michael 125 97, 127, 166, 197, 273, 296
Hughes Arlin 4688 131, 199, 406
Hughes Slade 4695 33, 97, 268
Hughes Slade 4697 405
Hughes Slade 4703 405
Hughes Arlin 5900 97, 100, 105, 199, 320, 406
Hughes Arlin 6049 319
Hughes Arlin 6245 128
Infowest Jim’s 4701 95, 97
Iverson Dennis 6474 97
J Mari 4684 197. 267, 286, 330, 393
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Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
J Warren G 5922 228
J. Bollinger Jared 3816 131
Jahns Robert 6479 356, 371
Jeannie Anon 3400 126
Jenkins John 3402 197
Jennings Jeff 3929 65, 296, 387, 407
Jimenez Kari 5901 97, 126, 199, 274, 278, 364, 369, 407
Jimenez Kari 6259 324
Jo Hafen 5925 97, 128, 131, 197, 321
Johnson Leslie 6094 228
K Anderson J 2904 197
Keele Chris 6195 228
Keeler Bryan 2993 368
Kendell Anon 2941 197
Kerry Robb 6126 228
kevin Anon 6289 1, 160, 284, 407
Krashowetz Mari 3066 407
Kronmiller Micah 6252 228
Kruse Michael 6053 97
Ktmculver Anon 6281 131
Kuehne Ray 6178 407
LaDuke JohnJack 6145 228
Lamson Glenn 6258 228
LANGNESS MARIE 6168 407
Larsen Jon 6230 228, 278, 298, 371
LaRue Ed 6287 25, 215, 228, 285, 295, 323, 324, 382, 407
LaStar Anon 6033 97, 278, 407
Lee Myron 5899 5, 6, 32, 36, 38, 44, 51, 52, 57, 60, 106, 107, 108, 192, 200, 209, 235, 

242, 245, 250, 253, 310, 311, 313, 317, 320, 321, 324, 327, 329, 331, 
332, 334, 336, 348, 351, 354, 407

Lee John 6446 334, 407
Lee-Barber Keir 6296 256, 407
Lewis Kevin 6080 334, 407
Lindstrom Braden 6022 228
lisar Anon 5903 1, 23, 97, 100, 141, 152, 219, 228, 278, 283, 298, 324, 407
Lish Chris 4657 97, 407
Lisi Pat 6208 320, 407
Ljwayment Anon 6206 228
Lloyd rick 6163 228
Lovelady Kyle 3316 273
Lythgoe Michael 5993 197
Mair Carson 6196 340, 364, 385
MAM Anon 6007 228
Manfield Lois 6496 407

Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Mangum Laurie 5908 51
Mare Steve 6105 224, 105
Markellis Anon 6029 228
Marva Coombs David 6201 131
Mayer Willard 6489 371
MC QUIVEY BRIAN 6241 228
McCrory Scott 3606 360
McLuckie Ruth 6207 407
McManus Kay 6106 407
McMullin Roberta 6010 131, 341
McPherson Bruce 6061 131
Meservey Matt 5121 197 
Mesple Andrea 6191 150
Mick Rick 4505  407
Miller Ed 6211 97
Miullo Nat 3925 8, 9, 54, 55, 89, 266, 270
Morris Russ 5997 228
Moser Rick 6000 131, 197
Murray Danielle 5666 51, 320, 407
Myron Lee 4709  129, 407
Nay Blaine 6135 228
Nccc Anon 6263 228
Nebeker Stephen 322 407
Nebeker Steve-Charlotte 6058 281, 407
Nelson Joanne 5902 97, 292
Nelson David 6059 324
Newsom Michael 4509 197
washco.utah.gov Anon 2881 127, 128
Northon Kristine 3901 320
Noyes James 3227 370
Obrien Tim 4681 218
Otten Jon 3598 298
Owens Mark 6112 228
P Loren 6051 228
Pack Doni 4705 228
Parker Randy 6430 105, 199, 272, 273, 274, 320
Pat Don 6013 131
Pat Don 6023 131
Pearl Bove Clifford 4515 75
Peay Wayne 6172 228, 407
Perkins Kylie 3490 197
Peterson Leon C. 6494 97, 137, 177, 238, 251, 320, 407
Pettegrew Dave 6266 228
Pike Jon 3926 51, 126, 278, 334



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 333332

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J

Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Pike Jonathan T. 6424 51, 126, 273, 278, 407
Pilcher Patty 6026 407
PjG Anon 4685 78, 197
Poppitt Gordon 6167 156, 157, 349
Pratt Jr Louis 5051 39
Ptree Anon 4712 27, 273
Quayle Pamela 6144 320, 407
Raines Marcus 6202 308
Randall Austin 3497 97
Rasch Ingrid 6250 298
Rawlings Brock 3032 128
Real Estate W.D. 4706 407
Reber Karen 6085 407
Recce Susan 6292 146, 194, 226, 228
Reichert Conrad 3397 197
Reynolds Cheri 4616 158
Ribacchi Dave 6297 278, 407
Richardhughes Anon 6015 222, 407
Richins Ken 6090 128
Rideordieguy Anon 6177 228
Roberts Steven 3489 126
Rodgers James 3785 197
Roger Anon 6075 251, 407
Rogers Colin 4992 197
Rohr Angela 5910 67, 115, 127, 184, 272, 278, 298, 320, 398,407
Romin Laura 5905 213, 326, 391, 47
Rsand 14592 Anon 6038 407
Ruesch Devin 3003 97
Ryan Anon 6066 228
Sacco Rex 5915 84, 97, 105, 274, 282, 319
Sandberg Sandra 5840 407
Sandbergs Anon 5677 229, 240, 306, 320, 357, 377
Sanders Leland 5680 97, 115, 131, 212, 278, 361, 375, 407
Satter Mike 6171 190
Schaefer Darin 3362 278
Schlup Marci 4677 97, 99
Schoenfeld Mike 3170 128
Seegmiller Thad 4698 407
Sennett Michael 3263 210
Shabestari Pete 4692 27, 28, 298
Shadiow Linda K and 

Robert
6495 320

Shurtliff Sofie 3487 273
Silliman G. 5877 249

Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Sloane Paul 5914 407
Small Michael 5921 51, 109, 197, 256, 407
Smith April 6005 298
Smith Sheila 6063 407
Snow Heath 6423 39, 67, 97, 105, 126, 127, 128, 131, 165, 171, 183, 273, 276, 278, 298, 

334, 398, 407
Snyder Alison 4547 407
Southrey John 6447 278
Spotts Richard 6302 97, 391, 407
Spurrier Krista 3757 197
Squire Merrill 5904 224, 228
Starkey Jeff 5672 326
Starkey Jeff 5682 128
Stead Karen 6156 82, 97, 273, 298, 364
Stingley Don 5913 228
Stoy Daniel 3435 197, 278
Stoy Nicole 3469 342
Stoy Dan 6001 407
Streeter Steve 82 407
Summers Robert 4669 197
Syphus Fay 3209 407
Syroid Noah 6002 228
T. O. Livingston Anon 3909 97
Tanner Brent 5909 97, 100, 128, 272
Taylor Annette 6101 197
Tenhet Michael 3113 197
TerbetT  4714 197, 407
the Arizona Strip Friends 5911 97
Thiriot Bryan 5926 27, 298, 364, 372
Thom Brown 6234 407
Thomas Anon 2997 273
Tippets Karl 6232 228
Townsend Cole 2832 197
Trauscht Rob 6269 228
Turley Marion 6429 51, 407
Turner Gary 5912 97, 314
Turner Martin 6041 407
Van Wagoner Donald 482 278
vandam38cat Anon 5923 1, 97, 228, 298, 326, 407
Verstegen Yvonne 6239 162
Vorhies Randy 6129 407
Vorhies Randy 6475 87, 97
Wade James 490 278
Wade Jon 6027 228
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Responses to Concerns
This section contains the responses that were developed to the comments analyzed. Each concern area has a general 
title summarizing the comments associated with the respective concern. Following the concern title you will find the 
response to the concern and its associated comments.

Adaptive Management
Response 1: Secretary of the Interior Order Number 3270 calls for BLM and other Department of the Interior bu-
reaus to incorporate adaptive management principles into management plans and programs. The Secretarial Order 
also directs that Adaptive Management: The U.S. Department of the Interior Technical Guide (USDOI 2007) serve as 
the technical basis for implementing adaptive management programs. Adaptive management recognizes that ecosys-
tems are very complex and understanding of their processes and responses to management actions is limited. Thus, 
the greatest hurdle to overcome in implementing effective restoration and other management actions is uncertainty 
regarding their effectiveness. 

Adaptive management acknowledges that there are incomplete data when dealing with natural resources and that 
through continued research and monitoring of management practices, new information will be collected. This new 
information is evaluated, and a determination is made whether to adjust the strategy accordingly to improve suc-
cess in meeting plan objectives. Management goals and objectives, including administrative designations, from the 
approved RMPs or approved Amendment would not be subject to adaptive management. Plan amendments would be 
required to change any of these land use planning level decisions. Rather, adaptive management principles could be 
applied to modify management actions (plan maintenance), so long as the actions remain consistent with the goals 

Summary of Comments
As comments were analyzed, they were coded according to the coding structure and then grouped into public 
concern areas, which were given general titles to summarize the common concern of the comments they represent. 
Concerns were developed based upon the comments coded during the analysis process. As similar comments were 
found, those comments were grouped together into a concern/response area (Table J-3).

Last Name First Name Letter # Response Number
Wade Kenneth 6062 228, 405
Walker Ryan 6217 228
Walter Richard 5881 350
Warby Anon 6265 97
Ward Daniel 3270 197
Warren Wendy 5988 256
Water Veyo 3062 405
Weinberg Larry 4593 197
Welker Clarence 6285 228
Welp Laura 5928 2, 7, 16, 18, 97, 98, 100, 101, 103, 105, 110, 197, 204, 206, 207, 232, 

267, 290, 320, 338, 339, 379, 380, 381, 398, 407
Welsh Shari 6186 97, 228
Wentzel Kellen 6125 228
West Doug 6284 407
Western Wilderness Californians 6192 51, 298, 407
Whitney Mark 5992 228
Whittaker Richard 5174 197
Willey Kirk 4702 51
Wilson S. Karl 3394 128
Wilson Patricia 5930 407
Wilson Helen 6415 212
Woodhouse Erik 6295 284, 407
Wright Andrew 4656 407
Yahoo Anon 5999 24
York Elaine 4690 407
Young DC 5918 371
Zabriskie Ryan 2961 197
Zumwalt Judy 1 76, 97, 127, 133, 185, 197, 273, 278, 296, 320, 407
Zumwalt Glen 5675 134, 309
Zumwalt Glen 5919 42, 125, 139, 217, 296, 298, 373, 395, 407

Concern Areas Response #
Adaptive Management 1
Aquatics 2 - 4
Cave and Karst 5 - 6
Climate Change 7 - 14
Final Environmental Impact Statement 15
Fire and Fuels 16 - 21

Concern Areas Response #
Funding 22 - 25
Geology/Paleontology 26 
Minerals Management 27 - 28
Heritage 29 - 33
Lands and Reality 34 - 61
Lands with Wilderness Characteristics 62 - 91
Livestock Grazing 92 - 105
Maps 106 - 108
Monitoring 109 - 110
Old Spanish National Historic Trail 111 - 125
Public Meetings and Collaboration 126 - 131
Recreation 132 - 194
Socio-Economics 195 - 203
Soil 204 - 207
Soundscape 208 - 212
Special Recreation Permits 213 - 223
Target Shooting 224 - 228
Vegetation 229 - 240
Visual Resource Management 241 - 263
Water 264 - 274
Wildlife 275 - 308
Plan 309 - 340
Comprehensive Travel & Transportation Management 341 - 378
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 379 - 406
Northern Transportation Route 407

Table J-3 Concern Areas and Corresponding Response Numbers
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and objectives of the RMPs or Amendment. Similarly, actions proposed in implementation-level plans that could also 
be adaptively managed, as new information or technologies become available.

Associated Comments: 

We are pleased to see the inclusion of adaptive management principles (pp. 48-50) within the framework of the 
RMP's management actions. We strongly advocate adaptive management of the NCAs to maintain the current level of 
enjoyment of their recreational opportunities and unique characteristics, while recognizing that increased future use 
will trigger the need for increased levels of management. We are concerned however, that without specific monitoring 
triggers, developed with input from stakeholders, the adaptive management will be in name only. BLM must in the 
final EIS be more specific about the adaptive management process they envision. [5896-6]

I have some concerns about "adaptive management" and its ability to adequately monitor habitat impacts and then 
implement appropriate action. For example, some local trails (Paradise Canyon toilet bowl area and Johnson Canyon) 
have been impacted by human activities, and yet have not been closed as a result although some were rerouted. Given 
the politics locally, it seems very difficult to close trails even if habitat is seriously impacted. At least, it appears, that's 
been the HCAC's experience with the Reserve. This proves the point that more education of the public as to the 
Reserve/NCA's real purpose - species protection - is imperative and the BLM's ability to take necessary action toward 
that goal required. [5903-8]

BLM should create an adaptive management framework that sets specific, measurable and enforceable indicators and 
thresholds for when an RMP needs adjustment. The following is a proposed framework for adaptive management 
strategy. The agency should provide all of the following components in the RMP in order to make the adaptive man-
agement plan meaningful and enforceable: Set specific management goals and objectives, such as biological goals and 
objectives to show the targeted management. Identify potential threats to management goals and objectives as well as 
potential stressors to the system. Set specific, enforceable and measurable indicators to gauge progress towards goals 
with timelines for implementation. Adjust management as appropriate when triggers are hit. Develop a monitoring 
plan with monitoring protocols, timelines for completing monitoring, and reports on the findings and conclusions. ? 
Provide a range of alternative management scenarios as well as a comprehensive process for additional consultation 
on adaptive management options when triggers are hit. ? Provide for public input, including providing information 
during data collection, setting triggers, and when change might be necessary to respond to triggers being hit or other 
unforeseeable factors. [5917-46]

BLM should implement the above portfolio approach to land use planning to allow for diverse strategies and adap-
tive, dynamic planning actions that will assist BLM's climate change adaptation strategy in St. George. This involves 
establishing restoration, innovation and observation zones in order to "learn while doing." [5917-70]

Most impacts reviewed under the BDWNCA draft RMP include considerations for climate change, but they are 
largely limited to post-ROD monitoring and inventorying of key, but unidentified, ecosystems. The plan also does not 
consider adaptation measures specifically related to climate change. As a result, BLM needs to raise the importance 
of climate change management in the BDWNCA RMP to ensure it is adequately informed and prepared to adapt 
to changing climate conditions as they arise. Doing so now will not only improve BLM's preparedness to recognize 
climate change impacts in southwestern Utah, but also help create a useful management template for other BLM 
field offices looking to prioritize climate change planning considerations and adaptive strategies in other regions. 
[5917-73]

I have some concerns about "adaptive management" and question the ability to adequately monitor habitat impacts 
and then implement appropriate action. Trails impacted by human activities such as Paradise Canyon toilet bowl area 
and Johnson Canyon have not been closed as a result of those activities. If these have not been closed in the past, will 
they in the future? Will public desires outweigh correct "adaptive management?" Certainly more education is needed 
to help the public understand if this is to be successful. [5923-6] 

2.2.7 Page 48-49: Can the adaptive management process identified in the RMP adequately monitor habitat impacts? 
Would management driven by the adaptive management process be able to implement appropriate actions including 
closing trails or prohibiting dogs if need be? Have trails ever been closed in the Red Cliffs NCA in response to severe 

habitat impacts? Would dogs be prohibited on some trails if dog owners continue to ignore leash laws/ ordinances 
within the NCA? The reader is referred to a huge document on adaptive management, but it is still not clear what the 
process would be if the habitat was severely impacted in an area. [6289-3]

Section # comment refers to: 2.2.7 Page # 48-49. Can the adaptive management process identified in the RMP ad-
equately monitor habitat impacts; would management driven by the adaptive management process be able to imple-
ment appropriate action(s) - including closing trails or prohibiting dogs if need be. Have trails ever been closed in the 
Red Cliffs NCA in response to severe habitat impacts? Would dogs be prohibited on some trails if dog owners contin-
ue to ignore leash laws/ordinances within the NCA? The reader is referred to a huge document on adaptive manage-
ment but it is still not clear to me what the process would be if habitat was severely impacted in an area. [6439-6]

Aquatics
Response 2: The range of distance at which disturbance could occur is a reasonable range of alternatives that was 
considered. No livestock grazing occurs in the areas cited by the commenter.

Associated Comments: 

The Draft proposes general actions to restore habitat, eradicate nonnative fish, and monitor factors such as livestock 
grazing that have the potential to impact these habitats. We would like the BLM to include stronger, more specific 
protections for rare aquatic species in the EIS. For example, the alternatives for management of riparian vegetation 
surface disturbance range from 500, 1000, and 250 feet (Draft at 189). What is the basis for the three categories? Does 
research support any of these distances? One of the factors degrading habitat is the increase in water temperatures 
(Draft at 506), which may be related to removal of streamside riparian vegetation. To protect riparian habitats for 
these imperiled fish and other aquatic resources, livestock grazing should be prohibited from gaining access to the 
riparian areas. In addition, the BLM-Sensitive Virgin spinedace, desert sucker, and flannelmouth sucker in Quail and 
Leeds Creeks and the Virgin River (Draft at 218) should receive increased protections by designating the ACECs that 
were proposed for them. [5928-32]

Response 3: The following language has been added to FEIS: "Management of public land habitat for listed and sensi-
tive fish species in the Virgin River and associated tributaries will be guided by the 1995 Virgin River Fishes Recovery 
Plan and the 1995 Virgin Spinedace Conservation Agreement and Strategy. BLM will provide appropriate support to 
active partners in the Virgin River Fishes Recovery Team."

Associated Comments: 

Sensitive Native Fish Species 100 and 217, 221 2-18 and 2-51 Amend Alternatives B, C, and D to include the refer-
ences from Alternative A about Virgin River Fishes Recovery Plan, the Virgin Spinedace Conservation Agreement 
and Strategy, and the Virgin River Fishes Recovery Team. [5679-151]

Response 4: The three BLM Sensitive fish species (desert suckers, flannel-mouth suckers, and Virgin spinedace) 
are found in the Virgin River and its tributaries. The Virgin spinedace is managed by the State of Utah under a 
Conservation Agreement and Strategy (1995), negotiated with the USFWS to prevent the need for listing of this 
native fish under the federal ESA . The Conservation Strategy (Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 2002) contains 
management actions for the protection of this native fish. The Virgin River Recovery Program, an alliance of state and 
federal agencies, including BLM, and private sector partners, monitors native fish populations and habitat conditions 
and undertakes projects that will restore native fish populations to viable numbers in the future.

Associated Comments: 

BLM must also include protection to the native desert fishes in the plan, the Virgin Spinedace, the Speckled Dace 
and Desert Sucker, which have better populations at Lytle Ranch than other streams in the county. How viable are all 
populations of rare biota, and how will each alternative affect the species survival? How is the still unresolved Cliven 
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Bundy and other trespass grazing impacting populations of rare biota in and surrounding the Virgin River and other 
areas? [5897-16]

Cave and Karst
Response 5: .US. Fish and Wildlife Service (2015) established Hibernacula/Maternity Buffer Zones of 0.25 mile 
radius (128 acres) in order to provide basic protection for the hibernacula and hibernating bats in winter from direct 
impacts, such as filling, excavation, blasting, noise, and smoke exposure; buffer zones would also protect some roost-
ing and foraging habitat around hibernacula. Clawson (2000) recommended that a 0.25-mile (0.4 ha) buffer zone be 
established around hibernacula, in which no development, agricultural activities, logging, or mining should occur.

The following supporting information citations have been added to the FEIS:

Literature cited: Clawson, R.L. 2000. Implementation of a recovery plan for the endangered Indiana bat. In 
Proceedings of Bat Conservation and Mining: A Technical Interactive Forum. Edited by K.C. Vories and D. 
Throgmorton. 14–16 November, St. Louis, Mo. pp. 239–250. 

USFWS 2015. Threatened Species Status for the Northern Long-Eared Bat With 4(d) Rule; Final Rule and Interim 
Rule. Federal Register 80(63):17974–18033.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-56: Please cite the scientific basis for the 0.25 mile radius where activities are prohibited around entrances to 
all caves, karst features, and abandoned mines. [5899-51]

Response 6: The BLM complied with all of the requirements of 40 CFR 1502 in preparation of the DEIS. The sum-
mary of impacts table (Table 2-73 of the DEIS) is provided as a summary and comparison of the impacts of the dif-
ferent alternatives presented in Chapter 2. Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences contains the details that provide 
the following; “This section forms the scientific and analytic basis for the comparisons under Sec. 1502.14. It shall 
consolidate the discussions of those elements required by sections 102(2)(C)(i), (ii), (iv), and (v) of NEPA which are 
within the scope of the statement and as much of section 102(2)(C)(iii) as is necessary to support the comparisons. 
The discussion will include the environmental impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented, the relationship between short-
term uses of man's environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irrevers-
ible or irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented.” 
(40 CFR 1502.16).

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-35 ("Comparative Summary of Impacts"), pp. 168-176. This table should 
be comparing/summarizing impacts by alternative. However, several of the resource sections do not address impacts, 
but rather simply repeat what's in the alternatives. The sections that do not discuss actual impacts are: * Geology/
Paleontology - first decision (this is a repeat of what's in the alternatives) * Caves/Karsts - first decision (this is a re-
peat of what's in the alternatives) * Native Vegetation - first decision (Alt. D) - what would the impacts be? * Noxious 
Weeds * Other Fish/Wildlife (Alt.C) - also replace "will" with "would" in Alt. B * Vegetation Resource Uses: Plant 
Materials - what would the impact be to users (other than American Indians) of this resource? * Social - this is NOT 
an impacts discussion. Rather than including a comparison of which groups like which alternative, need to summa-
rize the social impacts on various communities and groups from the different alternatives. Additional comments on 
this table: * Veg. Resource Uses: Plant Materials and Heritage Resources - sentence should read "Under all alterna-
tives, * Other Fish/Wildlife - replace "will" with "would" in Alt. B. * Natural Soundscapes - cannot have same summa-
ry analysis for all action alternatives because Alt. D does not include any Primitive areas (so statement is inaccurate 
for that alt.). Need a separate statement for Alt. D that excludes a mention of Primitive RMZ. [5678-45]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-69 ("Comparative Summary of Impacts"), pp. 286-293 This table should be 
comparing/summarizing impacts by alternative. However, several of the resource sections do not address impacts, 

but rather simply repeat what's in the alternatives. The sections that do not discuss actual impacts are: * Geology/
Paleontology - first decision (this is a repeat of what's in the alternatives) * Caves/Karsts - first decision (this is a 
repeat of what's in the alternatives) * Native Vegetation - first decision (Alts. B and D) - what would the impacts be? * 
Noxious Weeds * Other Fish/Wildlife (Alt.C) - also replace "will" with "would" in Alt. B * Vegetation Resource Uses: 
Plant Materials - what would the impact be to users (other than American Indians) of this resource? * Social - this 
is NOT an impacts discussion. Rather than including a comparison of which groups like which alternative, need to 
summarize the social impacts on various communities and groups from the different alternatives. [5678-74]

Under the Cave and Karst impact summary in Chapter 2 (page 286) it says "This alternative would allow interpreta-
tion for significant cave and karst resources that are managed for Public Use to be developed on-site." This is not an 
impact; it is just a restatement of the management action. [5899-27]

Table 2-69: Comparative Summary of Impacts: The row that evaluates the impacts for Special Status Species shows 
that all of the alternatives perform equally. A number of other resource areas also show all alternatives perform 
equally. However, this does not seem to be consistent with the impact analysis presented in Chapter 4. A more clear 
and distinct summary of impacts is necessary. In most instances, the summary of impacts is just a summary of the 
management actions instead of the results from those management actions. [5899-66]

Climate Change
Response 7: There is currently no federal guidance on how or why to calculate potential greenhouse gas (GHG) emis-
sions from proposed grazing activities, or on how to estimate impacts from those emissions. There is also no rec-
ognized significance level that can be assigned to any speculative emissions calculations from these activities. EPA's 
GHG reporting rule is targeted to major permitted stationary sources, not cows. Finally, given the aggregated and 
global nature of impacts to global climate from emissions of GHGs, there is no way to assign an incremental impact 
to any predicted or speculative climate change impacts to resources within the planning area. 

For these reasons calculating speculative emissions from grazing numbers would serve no purpose in decision-
making or impact disclosure, and would be generating speculative data for the sole purpose of generating specula-
tive data. This is neither required by NEPA, nor a worthwhile expenditure of resources for purposes of this RMP. It is 
readily apparent based on the likely GHG emissions estimates that would be generated by a calculation of potential 
GHG emissions from grazing that this would be a very minor and, in the context of impact potential, an undetectable 
contribution to any speculative future climatic conditions or resource impacts in the planning area or globally.

Associated Comments: 

The document estimates that greenhouse gas emissions from livestock are “predicted to be negligible to minor" and 
are "not expected to contribute to measurable climate change impacts" (Draft at 604). Please include the basis for 
that assessment in the final draft. The Department of Interior's North Central Climate Science Center can help assess 
climate trends and predictions and analyze the cumulative impacts of ungulate grazing and global warming impacts. 
The BLM should use the best available science regarding global warming impacts and biological crust. Recent studies 
indicate that temperature increases and trampling have the same effect of eliminating or driving biological crusts back 
to early seral stages. [5928-18]

Response 8: CEQ draft guidance was reviewed prior to conducting the GHG analysis for this NEPA, and the BLM 
determined what is presented is in compliance with this draft guidance. Emissions estimates and other quantifications 
are current with what was publically available at the time of the analysis. Updating after this is nether required under 
good NEPA practice, nor is it likely to provide substantive different data, impacts, or results germane to decision-
making for this document.

Associated Comments: 

We believe the Council on Environmental Quality's December 2014 revised draft guidance for Federal agencies' 
consideration of GHG emissions and climate change impacts in NEPA outlines a reasonable approach, and we 
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recommend BLM use that draft guidance to help outline the framework for its analysis of these issues see: (https://
www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nepa revised draft ghg guidance searchable.pdf. We appreciate the 
thorough summary discussion of cli1nate change and ongoing ai1d reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts 
provided in the DEIS. We do note, however, that updated information is available for some of the background emis-
sion data provided for Utah, U.S. and Global C02 emissions and we recommend that this updated it1formation be 
used it1the Final EIS. [3925-7]

Response 9: The BLM is aware there are research tools under development that seek to predict global and regional 
impacts from increasing GHG atmospheric concentrations. The BLM is not aware of any tools that are currently ap-
plied to NEPA analyses regarding either specific projects or resource planning efforts. If EPA is aware of such tools 
and how they are used we would appreciate disclosure of that information. The BLM would need guidance on what 
specific tools EPA is referring to, how those tools are used in a NEPA context, how model performance evaluation 
would be conducted, and examples of previous NEPA documents these tools where utilized on. In addition, the BLM 
would also need significance levels or other specific criteria to evaluate model results otherwise any such analysis 
would be doing analysis for the sake of doing analysis. Until this guidance is clearly provided and demonstrated as 
being feasible and worthwhile, suggestions that NEPA analyses conduct these types of studies is neither helpful nor 
possible.

Associated Comments: 

While the EPA agrees with the BLM that modeling of climate change scenarios indicate that predicted changes are 
likely to occur over several decades to a century and may not be measurably discernible within the reasonably fore-
seeable future, the EPA recommends that existing climate prediction models can be appropriate to estimate potential 
impacts of climate change in much smaller areas (such as the ecoregions that include these NCAs). The EPA also rec-
ommends to the BLM that current modeling tools to analyze or predict how global or regional climate systems may 
be affected by a particular activity or activities within the planning area are currently available and are not beyond the 
scope of the DRMPs and DEIS analyses. [3925-6]

Response 10: It is highly unlikely that climate change effects on either the regional or global scale would show any 
substantive differences between the alternatives, including the no action alternative, due to the aggregated and dis-
persed nature of these impacts and the extremely minor level of GHG emissions from any likely future activities in 
the planning area compared to global GHG emissions. The analysis is consistent with draft CEQ guidance available at 
this time.

Associated Comments: 

Since RMP's are intended to have a 15-20 year lifespan, it is imperative that planning decisions for the lands managed 
by the BLM St. George Field Office, including the NCAs, thoroughly consider climate change and its impacts when 
designing its management strategy. Since many management decisions in the RMPs and RMPA may contribute to 
and exacerbate the impacts of human-induced global climate change, BLM must manage local and regional resources 
to maximize their ability to adapt and endure the impacts of climate change while providing the services and resourc-
es people need and want. [5917-62]

Response 11: It is highly unlikely that climate change effects on either the regional or global scale would show any 
substantive differences between the alternatives, including the no action alternative, due to the aggregated and dis-
persed nature of these impacts and the extremely minor level of GHG emissions from any likely future activities in 
the planning area compared to global GHG emissions. The analysis is consistent with draft CEQ guidance available 
at this time, and until other more specific guidance with accepted methodologies is available, fully vetted and perfor-
mance tested, and demonstrated for applicability to NEPA analysis, it is neither worthwhile nor feasible to engage in 
speculative research analyses.

Associated Comments: 

BLM's environmental baseline data on climate change is essential to the planning process, and the agency must mean-
ingfully address and incorporate the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of climate change into it. In addition, 
climate change effects must also be included in the comparison between planning alternatives [5917-64]

Response 12: Climate change analysis in the document is consistent with current draft CEQ guidance.

Associated Comments: 

BLM must include substantive and effective management prescriptions that will bring the agency up to speed on 
current conditions and move it into action to help curb the impacts of climate change. Cumulatively, both draft NCA 
RMPs provide only the most cursory and generalized acknowledgment of resource use effects on climate change and 
the broader impacts to the landscape, believing them to be minimal and inconsequential. Instead, BLM must mean-
ingfully discuss climate change effects in these areas, including local vulnerabilities. [5917-72]

BLM must include substantive and effective management prescriptions that will bring the agency up to speed on 
current conditions and move it into action to help curb the impacts of climate change. Cumulatively, both draft NCA 
RMPs provide only the most cursory and generalized acknowledgment of resource use effects on climate change and 
the broader impacts to the landscape, believing them to be minimal and inconsequential. Instead, BLM must mean-
ingfully discuss climate change effects in these areas, including local vulnerabilities [5917-74]

Given the on-going controversy regarding climate change and global warming, care must be given to objective collec-
tion of data and maintaining its integrity. It is with reluctance that I raise this issue, and do not suggest at this point 
the BLM, its staff, or contractors, would avoid collection of certain weather information, or would ignore some data. 

But given the political agenda associated with much of the debate over the reality or non-existence of anthropomor-
phic climate change, we would not want to see confirmation bias creep into data collection, retention and reporting. 
Maintaining a thirty-year record, given staff turn-over and organizational evolution, will prove difficult at best, as 
well as maintaining protocols for data collection so that data collected 30 to 40 years from now will be consistent and 
comparable with data collected in the current year [5929-2]

Response 13: It is the goal of the BLM Utah climate monitoring network to operate a series of long-term climate 
monitoring stations that are already in place throughout the state. The purpose of these stations is to track and 
record specific meteorological data to examine trends, indicators, and other benchmarks that can be used to assist 
in planning and management decisions. The causes of any trends identified through the monitoring network are not 
necessarily critical to the usefulness of this data, as there are many land management decisions that rely on an under-
standing of long-term climatic trends regardless of cause, for instance estimating future feed producing potential for 
grazing lands.

Associated Comments: 

The tables for the plans all make reference to climate change monitoring. I recognize climate change assessment has 
become a requirement for this Administration in planning and decision making. It is critical that you include termi-
nology to assure this is long-term monitoring. [5929-2]

Response 14: Almost every resource and resource use section of the DEIS contains information about how the BLM 
will conduct climate change monitoring.

Associated Comments: 

BLM should include aggressive science-based management strategies and strong adaptive management prescriptions 
to help ensure climate information is not only collected and adequately monitored, but also actively address when 
changes arise. [5917-75]

Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
Response 15: This edit has been made in the FEIS.
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Associated Comments: 

Chapter 1, page 21, Sect. 1.3.4 the name of the cited AZ Strip RMP is incorrect, please correct it to "Arizona Strip 
Field Office RMP." [5678-2]

Chapter 1, page 27, Sect. 1.5 3rd paragraph in section - it states there were three public scoping meetings, then four 
locations are listed. So were there 3 or 4 meetings [5678-3]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-7, "Riparian Vegetation Protection," p. 68 First decision under Alternative 
D has a typo, delete "for" before "Table 2-8". [5678-7]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-8, p. 71 Shouldn't it be "hazardous" fuels (not "hazard")? [5678-8]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-15, p. 94 Objectives: Since condors are scavengers (and thus eat dead 
animals), what is meant by "high quality prey base"? This statement does not seem appropriate for this species. The 
statement about riparian areas providing potential roosting sites also does not seem applicable for condors. I suggest 
deleting this entire sentence. Management Actions: Maintaining a sighting database is an administrative action that 
does not need RMP or project level planning, we should be doing this now. I suggest deleting this item. Should add 
"Arizona Game and Fish Department" and "The Peregrine Fund" as partners in the condor program. I also suggest 
adding "and surrounding areas" to the end of the sentence about use of non-lead ammo. [5678-13]

 Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Old Spanish NHT, Page 126. Utilize Use objectives, processes, and guidance 
from the Comprehensive Administrative Administration Strategy for the Old Spanish National Historic Trail to direct 
future studies and associated site and route trail segment-specific management plans. [5678-27]

 Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Travel Mgmt., p. 157 Decision under "OHV Area Designations" - change "will" 
to "would." [5678-39]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Heritage Resources, Page 233 Suggest the following additions to this Management Action: 
As required by federal historic preservation laws, continue consultations with the BLM; Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP); the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (UTSHPO); American Indian Tribes; applicants 
for federal assistance, permits, licenses or other approvals; representatives of local governments; and other interested 
parties to inform and direct management decisions related to heritage resources. [5678-58]

Salable Minerals - note spelling (not spelled "saleable"). [5678-78]

Chapter 2, SGFO Amendment, Table 2-71, pp. 313-316 Replace all uses of "will" with "would." [5678-81]

Fire and Fuels
Response 16: Any vegetation/restoration treatments would require project and species level planning (including 
NEPA analysis) to ensure that this form of treatment only occurs if scientifically supported, and could be discontin-
ued if it is found to be ineffective or counterproductive.

Associated Comments: 

Restoration treatments: We agree with the BLM that treatments should only be authorized to rehabilitate disturbed 
areas, not for vegetation conversions (Draft at 607). The desert vegetation for which these NCAs were designated does 
not recover quickly, so disturbance should be minimized. For this reason range projects that "benefit diverse resource 
values" should not be undertaken. The risk of erosion, compaction, removal of biocrust, and increased annual exotics 
is too high to be undertaken solely for livestock grazing, which is the primary purpose of range projects. The diversity 
of resource values that are benefitted by these projects is actually quite low. [5928-8]

We recommend the following language be inserted in the EIS: Vegetation treatments will: - Restore or support poten-
tial native vegetation and ecosystem processes; - Address underlying causes of the problematic conditions prompting 
vegetation treatments; - When livestock and/or wild ungulate grazing have contributed to the degraded conditions 
being treated, manage grazing to avoid repeating the problems. - Utilize native seeds or seedlings only, of local genetic 
stock whenever possible; - Include measurable Desired Outcomes and the methods that will be used to monitor out-
comes when compared to outcomes in a portion of the treated area that is not grazed. - Use a variety of measures to 

protect planted and naturally regenerated seedlings from the effects of trampling, browsing, and girdling by livestock 
and wildlife. Such measures will typically include temporary suspension of grazing, and may include fencing, tub-
ing, netting, and/or animal repellants. - Passive restoration and non-chemical methods will be the first priority for 
preventing the introduction, establishment and spread of exotic, invasive plant species. - If herbicides are deemed 
essential, least-use of herbicides will be accomplished using Integrated Vegetation Management principles, including 
reducing or eliminating stressors contributing to the introduction, establishment and/or spread of exotic, invasive 
plant species. - Actively seek partnerships for removal of Russian Olive or other invasive species. [5928-11]

Fuel reduction treatments Surface disturbance is an unwanted consequence of any treatment, so any non-emergency 
treatments should be undertaken with caution. First, determine if the treatment is absolutely necessary or whether 
passive restoration would be effective on its own. In seeking a balance between reducing fuel buildup and not dam-
aging non-target resources, low impact methods should always be used. Even though this method takes more time, 
it has less impact. If the project fails due to the vagaries of weather, timing, precipitation, or any other reason, less 
damage will have been done. This point is made again on page 104 of the Draft, where the discussion of hand treat-
ment methods clearly shows that hand-thinning would accomplish the vegetation objectives with the least amount of 
surface disturbance and noise. [5928-13]

Research and Information Needs -the Draft describes management actions to research the effectiveness of various 
treatment modalities (Table 2.7, page 66), exotic control, and revegetation techniques (Table 2.9, page 77). Again, all 
of these would benefit from a system of exclosures to serve as controls to assess the effects of any treatment. Without 
them, it is impossible to know if various management actions succeeded and why. [5928-15]

Response 17: As stated in Table 2-9 and 2-42 wildland fire use is not allowed under the current management 
(Alternative A, No Action) and is not considered in the alternatives because "there are no fire-adapted vegetative 
communities present in which fire has historically played an important role in ecosystem function." 

Associated Comments: 

2-9 Why take Wildland fire use out of the toolbox? It may be appropriate in certain circumstances. And Vegetation 
Habitats? Terms that will control future management practices need to be defined. [5679-131]

Why take Wildland fire use out of the toolbox? It may be appropriate in certain circumstances. And Vegetation 
Habitats? Terms that will control future management practices need to be defined. References to complying with the 
Dixie Fire Management Plan should be included in Alternatives B, C, and D. Intent to cooperate with other fire agen-
cies needs to be explicit. 2-9 Fire and Fuels Management 72 and 191 [5679-136]

Response 18: The BLM would evaluate the use of “backburning” as a fire suppression tactic in late successional 
shrublands, including Joshua tree woodlands and blackbrush communities, on a case-by-case basis, and require NCA 
Manager approval prior to employing this tactic. Full suppression tactics are used when fighting fire in desert tortoise 
critical habitat, and although back-burning has, in some instances, led to catastrophic loss of habitat in the past, it is a 
tool that under the right conditions and with careful analysis/precautions could save many acres of habitat.

Associated Comments:

Fire and Fuels. 192 2-42 Alternative D is preferred over B because fire damage can happen so quickly that "back burn-
ing" should not require additional processes or delays (like NCA manager approval or even resource advisor approval 
at times). Firefighters should not have to wait to take actions that could prevent significant damage in a short time. 
Firefighters know what is needed to stop the spread of the fire - let them do their job quickly and as unobstructed 
as possible. Use of non-natives may help maximize money for rehabilitation projects. Non- natives may also help by 
reducing the larger impacts of cheat grass, tumbleweed and the fire cycle. Don’t eliminate this as a possibility. Alt A 
seems more flexible and adaptable to different situations. [5679-170]

The heavy surface disturbance that accompanies backburning would "increase soil erosion and sediment delivery" in 
the short term (Draft at 607), but does the BLM have data from past treatments showing that recovery is possible? If 
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so, it should be included in the EIS. The draft assures us that it will "Apply BMPs and other management techniques 
designed to minimize loss of top soil and soil crusts during restoration projects and ES&R actions", but fuel reduction 
projects inherently cause surface disturbance leading to compaction, loss of native vegetation, loss of biocrust, and 
other resource damage. It is best to be preventative and limit the activities that promote wildfires, including those that 
cause surface disturbances that spread flammable annual exotics. Limiting motorized use, livestock grazing, and other 
known sources of surface disturbance would be a more effective and less expensive first step in reducing wildfires. 
[5928-14]

Fire and Fuel management. No back-burning suppression should be used as too easily they lose control of these 
and regardless the unsightly nature of the burns and destruction is still apparent. The vegetation of the area is sparse 
enough that other methods should be sufficient. [6286-5]

Response 19: The tools referenced by the commenter are not designed to be used on a large or landscape level within 
the NCAs. See the definitions of flaming and targeted grazing in Table 2-8 Vegetation Management Toolbox on page 
71 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

I do not feel that utilizing flaming to create fire breaks is an intelligent choice for our area, nor do I feel that grazing of 
any sort should be allowed within but in this context for fire breaks. [6283-3]

Response 20: Both NCAs fire management actions are for full suppression and wildland fire use would not be 
allowed.

Associated Comments: 

Page 187 - Native Vegetation Communities Conservation - The emphasis in the current plan, Alternative A (no ac-
tion) objectives is to suppress wildfires. This emphasis is missing from the other alternatives. Many tortoises, other 
wildlife, and native plants die from uncontrolled wildfires. Appropriate management response should continue to be 
used to keep fire size small and prevent fires from killing the resources we are trying to protect. Reasonable access 
and protocols should be established to allow fire fighters quick response without fear of being charged with violating 
unreasonable habitat regulations. [4713-12]

Response 21: Prescriptive fire would not be authorized in either of the NCAs under the Proposed RMPs.

Associated Comments: 

Controlled burns by government agencies, (some of which became out of control burning hundreds if not thousands 
of acres), natural wild fire burns caused by frequent lightning, and other human caused wildfire burns, exacerbated 
flooding as a result of the soil's inability to soak and hold rain in a watershed area covering many miles affecting my 
location. 8. Access/egress to preserve life for my family and me from smoke, fire, and flooding necessitates that roads 
extending for 30 miles to the north, south, east, and west be available for emergency evacuation. The same is true for 
several families living in close proximity to me. [4696-1]

Funding 
Response 22: Future funding of the BLM is outside the scope of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Many of the propose actions to improve overall health of the land could have been implemented by AMP but have 
not. There is not funding or resources to implement proposed changes and the BLM must address this issue before it 
suggests changes it cannot fund. [3256-2]

Response 23: Funding of the BLM and other federal agencies is outside the scope of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Will funding be available to adequately implement "adaptive management"? Given our current Congressional makeup 
and the desire of many there to see federal agencies fail, this may continue to be a serious problem. How will BLM fill 
the funding gap? [5903-9]

Response 24: Discussion or speculation regarding future funding sources is outside the scope of this planning effort.

Associated Comments: 

The plan identifies dozens of additional studies, plans, research, and public education efforts that should be completed 
for the reserve. However, over the last 20 year history of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, one of the major barriers to 
effective management has been lack of funding. It is not clear how the recommended studies would be prioritized 
or funded to ensure that finite financial resources are directed to the most essential resource management needs. 
[5899-23]

Response 25: As an NCA and part of the National Landscape Conservation System, specific funding is provided to 
manage the NCA.

Associated Comments: 

ACEC status obligates the BLM to prioritize funding in ACECs for proactive management even when funding is 
limited. Wouldn't eliminating the ACEC status adversely affect BLM's priority funding criterion for managing these 
areas? [6287-31]

Geology/Paleontology
Response 26: Sections 3.3.4 and 3.25.4 of the DEIS describe the Potential Fossil Yield Classification System and how 
it is used by the BLM to rate the potential of geologic units to contain significant fossil resources.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-3 Objectives 58 2-3-What are paleontological resources "projected to occur"? How are projections made? 
Could be argued for every acre in the county. Without some clarification of this language, it should be removed. 
[5679-135] 

Minerals Management
Response 27: BLM is obligated by law to honor valid, existing rights. Similarly, holders of valid, existing rights are ob-
ligated to honor federal laws regarding the use of federal lands for the exercise of those rights. BLM does not foresee 
frequent situations in which BLM's obligations under federal law would cause the agency to take actions that would 
prevent the holders from fully exercising their valid existing rights. BLM works diligently with the owners of valid, 
existing rights to prevent such situations from occurring. If the holder of a valid, existing right believes the BLM has 
taken an action that prevents the exercise of that right, the proper venue for determining equitable compensation or 
mitigation is in a court of valid jurisdiction, not within the context of a land use plan.

Associated Comments: 

We have been active in holding mining claims with the BLM in this county for many years. We have always kept our 
maintenance fees and permits current and had a good relationship with both the BLM and Utah DOGM with all of 
our mining endeavors. For the BLM to now contemplate shutting down more roads is beyond excessive. [336-1]

While the RMP does define the "existing routes" there are multiple categories within this designation and each of 
these need to be defined, for instance what is the difference between "Two track" and "single track" and how were 
these determinations made. Also the RMP should address the amount of traffic on these routes. All routes currently 
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defined in the SGFO GIS layers as "existing routes" are used regularly by multiple groups for accessing mining claims 
and mineral leases. These activities and routes should have a special designation within the RMP as being "critical for 
mineral exploration access". Also the 

RMP should have language addressing the rights of mineral claim owners and any mineral exploration permits and 
being valid and pre-existing to the establishment of the RMP amendments. [4692-2]

While the plan does specifically address the status of existing mining claims and future mineral location, it does not 
address how these claims will be accessed. Without the ability to access these areas for study the economic viability 
cannot be determined and they are essentially lost and closed to exploration by default. These mineral deposits are of 
potentially significant economic impact to the region and should be recognized in the RMP. The BLM should work 
with claim holders in the area to compile a complete inventory of the mineral occurrences in the area. Access to 
these resources should be afforded a special status within the road designation and areas surrounding these areas of 
Mineral Significance should be allowed a special status. [4692-4]

I am writing in regards to the NCA RAMPs, specifically the Beaver Dam area where eight of us own a 160 acre gold 
claim near gold strike on the beaver dam wash. This area as you know is an open ride ATV area that we depend on to 
access our legal, and current federal mining claim that we have had for years now. [4712-1]

We also share our claim with over 175 club members of the local prospecting store, many of who are disabled veterans 
that will be unduly harmed by not being able to use the claim; it is a small price to pay for their service and sacrifice 
and would be an unreplaceable asset for them. [4712-3]

We as claim owners also have a monetary benefit with this mining claim and are concerned that we will lose that ben-
efit with this NCA located around our claim, as well as the local prospecting store owners who depend on our claim 
and the club members for their existence. [4712-5]

Mineral Mountain is also an active gold mining area. Valid, existing mining claims are not included in, but are sur-
rounded by, the proposed MSMA. If ROWs are restricted in that management unit, then the valid mining claims will 
be effectively taken. Mineral extraction requires access. The county supports the mining industry and opposes any 
management decisions that would prevent mineral extraction from valid mining claims or make accessing claims 
overly burdensome. [5679-42]

Pilotgold an adjacent goldmining company will submit a plan of operation this month in the Goldstrike mining 
district or Bull Valley Mountain range to include SITLA land by the D.I. Ranch to the south and Mineral Mountain 
to the east and Grape Vine Wash on the west. Our property will be surrounded by this plan and it is essential we have 
road access to the 180 acres of property. An open designation is the best option for this decision. [5926-4]

Response 28: Management of mineral resources outside of the 2 NCAs is governed by the St. George Field Office 
RMP (1999) and making any changes to the minerals section in that plan is outside the scope of this plan amendment 
process.

Associated Comments: 

Geologic and Paleontological Resources Section 2-70 Page 312 RMP Amendment While cultural and paleontological 
resources are afforded multiple levels of protection, there do not appear to be any protections or even designations 
in regards to areas of Geologic or Mineral Resources in the RMP amendment. The Bull Valley Mountains are host to 
multiple areas of significant mineral endowment including potentially economic deposits Gold, Silver, Copper, Iron, 
Tungsten and Alunite (Aluminum). [4692-3]

Heritage 
Response 29: This comment quotes from Table 2-69 which provides a Comparative Summary of Impacts related 
to heritage resources, and then questions the validity of that summary. The table correctly states that the new ROW 
developments in the designated utility and transportation corridors could impact an unknown number of NRHP eli-
gible heritage resources. Until project-specific archeological inventories are completed, the number of NRHP eligible 

heritage resources will not be known. Nor would the specific nature of the impacts to those resources be identifiable, 
until an application for a ROW has been submitted.

Associated Comments: 

Bottom of page 290 under - Heritage Resources - Alternative D States: "Alternative D would manage the two desig-
nated wilderness and the remainder of the NCA, outside of designated corridors as a ROW Exclusion area. Two exist-
ing designated corridors would be retained and new corridor, totaling 6,350 acres in size designated to accommodate 
new utilities and the "northern transportation route" highway. New ROW developments could impact an unknown 
number of NRHP-eligible heritage resources with the three designated corridors. 

This is a typical insert into Alternative D that occurs in many locations throughout the Alternative Table. It uses the 
word "could" a lot but doesn't provide any scientific references to document the why? Also, again, refers to a large 
6350 acre new corridor that contains the northern transportation route instead of evaluating the route on its own 
merits. The key word is "could", so maybe it might say "could not" with the same amount of validity. Seems like they 
use the word "would" when they mean it. So what does could mean? Scientific? I think not. [5673-5]

Response 30: Change made in Proposed RMP.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Heritage Resources, page 112 Suggest the following additions to this 
Management Action: As required by federal historic preservation laws, continue consultations with the BLM; 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP); the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (UTSHPO); 
American Indian Tribes; applicants for federal assistance, permits, licenses or other approvals; representatives of local 
governments; and other interested parties to inform and direct management decisions related to heritage resources. 
ACHP SECTION 106 ARCHAEOLOGY GUIDANCE (available online at www.achp.gov/archguide) a) Parties with a 
right to participate in consultation [see 36 CFR §800.2(c)(1) -(4)] are: The relevant SHPO and/or THPO, or the rep-
resentative officially designated by the tribe for tribal lands; Indian tribes and NHOs that attach traditional religious 
and cultural significance to historic properties that may be affected by an undertaking. Applicants for federal assis-
tance, permits, licenses, or other approvals; Representatives of local governments, and The ACHP. [5678-18]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Heritage Resources, Page 113 What about prohibiting geocaching in other types 
of sites, such as historic structures, caves and shelters and other site types? Prohibit geocaching in prehistoric habita-
tion sites, campsites, or specialized activity areas. [5678-22]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Heritage Resources, page 112 Complete implementation-level Cultural Resource 
Project Plans whenever warranted, in consultation with ACHP, UTSHPO, American Indian Tribes, applicants for fed-
eral assistance, permits, licenses or other approvals; representatives of local governments; and other interested parties. 
[5678-19]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Heritage Resources, Page 113 Why not manage for 'traditional use' in the NCAs? 
Especially when the Beaver Dam Wash NCA is only a few miles west/southwest of the Shivwits Paiute Reservation 
and is Southern Paiute homeland? Allocate and manage 100% of these NRHP-eligible sites for Scientific Use, 
Conservation for Future Use, and Public Use. [5678-21]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Heritage Resources, page 113 Add definition of 'specialized activity area' to the 
glossary. What types of sites does this term cover? [5678-23] 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Heritage Resources, page 114 Why not manage these types of sites for traditional 
use? There is one specific site, which I believe is within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, on the Paiute Salt Trail that is of 
importance to the Southern Paiute. I believe it is a rock shelter with rock art but was also used historically because 
it is a major stop along this important Paiute Trail. If this decision is finalized, sites such as this that are traditionally 
important to Indian Tribes or are identified as sacred sites could not be managed for Traditional Use. NRHP- eligible 
prehistoric habitation sites, campsites, or specialized activity areas would not be managed for Traditional Use over the 
life of the RMP. [5678-24]
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Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Heritage Resources, Pages 234, 235, 237, 238, and 239 See geocaching decisions in the 
Recreation and Visitor Services section - insure the geocaching decisions in the Heritage Resources section are con-
sistent with the excellent Recreation and Visitors Service version while still protecting heritage resources. [5678-60]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Heritage Resources, Pages 241 and 244 Make the following addition, if warranted; 
Prohibit geocaching in all archaeological and historical sites in the White Reef Heritage Area. [5678-61]

Response 31: Edits made to Proposed RMP, removing this language.

Associated Comments: 

Heritage Resources 112 2-24 Remove "projected to occur" language from objectives or define how BLM will project 
heritage sites in a way that is realistic and scientifically defensible. [5679-152]

Response 32: Neither OPLMA nor any of the other federal preservation laws require that all heritage resources be 
managed for public visitation. The decision to manage archeological or paleontological sites for public use is based on 
the type of resource, its significance, and the ability to allow public visitation without compromising the conservation 
and protection of that resource.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-59: Please revise the following goal "Heritage resources are conserved, protected, and enhanced for the benefit 
and enjoyment of present and future generations" consistent with OPLMA. It is critical to understand that Congress 
intended for these resources to be experienced and enjoyed by the public. The public use limitations included in 
Alternative C seem to limit public access to the extent that it is inconsistent with enabling legislation. [5899-52]

Response 33: As stated in Chapter 1 (pages 9 and 11), management goals, objectives, and actions contained in the 
RMPs only apply to public lands, not private property.

Associated Comments: 

Alternatives B, C, and D are uniform in proposing that the BLM manage 100% of the heritage resources in the NCA. 
I currently have two or more historic sites on my property which will be incorporated into the commercial develop-
ment. By the BLM obtaining rights in the Beaver Dam Wash, NCA to control these sites it prohibits the economic 
development of my property for beneficial use. The Alternative B, C, and D interferes with my utilization or business 
operations and will be a direct violation of my property rights within the State of Utah. I propose that the manage-
ment of heritage resources apply to federally owned land. [4680-3]

Under table 2-3 geologic and paleontological resources. it states prohibit collection of common in vibrant fossils for 
commercial or personal use it should exclude private property in this due to private property rights in the state of 
Utah. [4695-4]

Lands and Reality 
Response 34: The management actions requested by the commenter are included in Table 2-68 of the DEIS and are 
common to Alternatives B, C, and D. Additionally, the following objective has been added to the Red Cliffs NCA 
Proposed RMP "BLM will work collaboratively with local, state, and federal partners to accomplish the goals and the 
objectives of the Washington County HCP and its implementation agreement." 

Associated Comments: 

Additionally, the BLM also committed to "exchange BLM lands outside the Reserve for State lands within the 
Reserve." The BLM reaffirmed its commitment in the 1999 SGFO RMP. (See page 2.2.) The pertinent language from 
that RMP is carried forward into Alternative A of the draft RMP and states that BLM will "fulfill its commitment to 
acquire available state and private lands within" the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. (See pages 279.) Additionally, under 

Alternative A the BLM will target the private and school trust lands in-holdings of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve for 
acquisition, and acquisitions are to be made primarily through land exchanges. [5679-120]

The county requests that the language in Alternative A be adopted in the final RMP and that a map showing the 
private and school trust lands in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve also be included to show that those lands are being 
prioritized for acquisition. [5679-121]

Response 35: Each of the points raised in this comment are already addressed in the Draft RMPs for the NCAs. 
Chapter 1, on page 20, describes BLM Manual 6220 and summarizes specific land use allocations that should be 
avoided in NCAs and Monuments. This chapter also identifies the Purpose, Significance, and Mission Statements of 
each NCA. Chapter 2 contains the Alternative Tables that identify measureable goals and objective, and management 
actions for resource values and land uses.

Associated Comments: 

BLM must follow the guidance provide in the recently released BLM Manual 6220, which includes agency obligations 
to clearly identify and inventory NCA values, identify measureable goals and objectives for each value, conduct exten-
sive analyses, ensure consistent management with protecting values, and other actions identified above. This planning 
process should also consider the example for identifying, evaluating impacts and protection of Monument objects set 
forth in the RMP for the Sonoran Desert National Monument. [4679-2]

Response 36: 183 acres difference that commenter points out are existing ROWs along I-15 and SR 18 (see Table 
2-68, page 279 of the DEIS).

Associated Comments: 

The actual ROW acreage calculations are not consistent throughout the document: in some places ROWs are listed as 
6,350 acres, while in other places they are listed as 6,534 acres. It is assumed throughout Chapter 4 that all 6,534 acres 
would be disturbed. However, as discussed in the Chapter 2 comments above, we question if there is actually a need 
for that level of disturbance. Over the last 20 years of the reserve, utility developments have been localized, focused, 
and limited in scope and size. It is assumed this condition would continue after designation of the RMP, particularly 
in light of the endangered species requirements on this land. . [5899-71]

Response 37: Table 2-68, Alt. B includes criteria that must be met, if new ROWs are to be granted in areas of the 
NCA identified for Avoidance. These are not implementation level decisions, but rather reasonable tests that must 
be met, to further the conservation and protection purpose for which the public lands were designated as an NCA. 
Water tanks, settling basins, and other ancillary facilities do not meet the definition of site-type ROWs, as the for-
mer are associated with other water conveyance facilities, such as pipelines, and are, therefore, included within linear 
ROWs.

Associated Comments: 

The Table 2-68 descriptions and relevant sections throughout the DRMP should be re-written to directly incorporate 
OPLMA SEC 1974(h). Table 2-68, Alternative B, p. 284 should insert "unmitigated" as a modifier to the incidental 
take, critical habitat and NRHP language. Table 2-68, Alternative B, p. 284, items a) thru e) are implementation deci-
sions, not allocation decisions and as such should be removed and considered during site-specific analysis of future 
proposals. All action alternatives should moderate the language excluding site-type ROWs which could be interpreted 
to prohibit water tanks, settling basins and other ancillary facilities. (Table 2-68). [4674-22] 

Response 38: The Washington Parkway Cost/Benefit Study findings regarding congestion are cited on page 858 of the 
DEIS

Associated Comments: 



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 351350

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J

Section 4.45.2.3 and 4.45.2.4 Identifies increasing the ROW Exclusion area as benefiting "nonmarket value." However, 
as discussed above there is a serious cost associated with ROW exclusion. Preventing ROWs results in congestion 
which is demonstrated in the Dixie MPO provided Cost Benefit Analysis. The costs of congestion are easily quantified 
and should be considered in the analysis. [5899-87]

Response 39: The RMPs and RMP Plan Amendment do not adjudicate, analyze, or otherwise determine the validity 
of claimed ROWs. The BLM will update and adjust the transportation plan and elements of these RMPs and RMP 
Plan Amendment through plan maintenance as RS 2477 ROW assertions are acknowledged administratively or adju-
dicated by court decision.

Associated Comments: 

Any RMP or other BLM planning should be put on hold until the actual validity of RS2477 access is determined by 
the courts. Most WSA have legitimate roads within their boundaries and will prevail in court once time allows. They 
are currently in litigation and should not be closed by any method until the full settlement is completed in Federal 
Court. [5051-1]

Particularly Toquerville, along with Washington County, is opposed to any management plan that would close any 
proposed R.S. 2477 rights of way (ROW) in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The federal government has no jurisdiction 
to close routes for which the state and local governments legally obtained ROWs before the NCA was designated by 
Congress. [6423-27]

Response 40: Alternative A (No Action) of the DEIS analyzed managing the area as an avoidance area. The RMPs and 
RMP Plan Amendment do not adjudicate, analyze, or otherwise determine the validity of claimed ROWs. The BLM 
will update and adjust the transportation plan and elements of these RMPs and RMP Plan Amendment through plan 
maintenance as RS 2477 ROW assertions are acknowledged administratively or adjudicated by court decision.

Associated Comments: 

Page 280 through 285 - Rights of Way Avoidance and Exclusion Areas - All of the alternatives change the designa-
tion from the current "Avoidance" to "Exclusion". Exclusion is over-reaching and does not allow for any flexibility in 
managing future unforeseen scenarios. No one can accurately predict the future and changing this terminology is 
effectively creating permanent wilderness administration of this land. For example, there is private property located 
south of Diamond Valley (current county maps show the ownership as Diamond Ridge Holdings LLC and Village 
Bank)that if developed will need a road access through BLM administered property to connect to Highway 18 near 
Winchester Hills. This roadway could provide a location for a gravity sanitary sewer line that could open up all of 
Diamond Valley for sanitary sewer (a very significant long-term objective to protect the Navajo Sandstone Aquifer). 
There is an existing RS2477 road across the BLM property that could be used for this purpose or a different align-
ment that would better serve the community and environmental needs could be designed. If the area is designated 
"Exclusion" then the options for this road becomes severely limited. The habitat for the desert tortoise in this area is 
marginal at best and there appears to be no reason to have this area in the "Exclusion" designated zone. All RS2477 
roads should be controlled by Washington County. The road right-of-ways are property owned by Washington 
County. [4713-8]

Response 41: The RMPs and RMP Plan Amendment do not apply to private property. BLM is obligated by law to 
honor valid, existing rights. Similarly, holders of valid, existing rights are obligated to honor federal laws regarding 
the use of federal lands for the exercise of those rights. BLM does not foresee frequent situations in which BLM's obli-
gations under federal law would cause the agency to take actions that would prevent the holders from fully exercising 
their valid existing rights. BLM works diligently with the owners of valid, existing rights to prevent such situations 
from occurring. If the holder of a valid, existing right believes the BLM has taken an action that prevents the exercise 
of that right, the proper venue for determining equitable compensation or mitigation is in a court of valid jurisdic-
tion, not within the context of a land use plan.

Associated Comments: 

The plans do not provide protection of all property rights and interests related to water, livestock grazing, rights-of-
way and mineral extraction [6486-73]

Response 42: In the DEIS, the BLM analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with CEQ regulations (40 
CFR 1502.1) to address ROW corridor, avoidance, and exclusion designations in the Beaver Dam NCA. The range 
of alternatives was developed using input from the public, other Federal and State agencies, Tribes, the Cooperating 
Agencies, and other local governmental entities. The BLM also used the guidance from BLM Manual 6220 - National 
Monuments, National Conservation Areas, and Similar Designations. This Manual addresses specific land use alloca-
tions, such as rights-of-way (ROWs), designated transportation and utility corridors, and discretionary uses proposed 
for NCAs, NMs, and similar designations. Through land use planning, this Manual directs that, to the extent pos-
sible, BLM should avoid granting new ROWs in these units and should evaluate the relocation of existing ROWs that 
are not consistent with the purposes of designation. It also directs that (subject to applicable law), through land use 
planning and project-specific decisions, BLM should designate NCAs and NMs as ROWs Exclusion or Avoidance 
areas. The Proposed RMP has been developed to comply with the congressionally defined purposes of the NCA, “To 
conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, 
wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National Conservation 
Area; (OPLMA Section 1975 (a))”

Associated Comments: 

Alternatives B, C, and D are uniform in proposing that the BLM prohibit renewable energy leases and ROW usage 
that will be necessary to provide water, power and other utilities my property. The use of ROW is essential as all of my 
parcels lie within the proposed OST corridor. Further, the alternatives prohibit changes to the vistas in the trail cor-
ridor. These restrictions would effectively block the planned development of the property and prohibits the economic 
development of my property for beneficial use. The Alternatives B, C, and D interferes with my utilization or business 
operations and will be a direct violation of my property rights within the State of Utah. [4680-4]

Page 125 - Designated Utility Corridor - Old Highway 91 was built back in the 1920s as a Federal Aid Project by 
the State Road Commission of Utah. According to the design drawings, the application for right-of way through 
the Federal Land for Highway Purposes was approved by the Department of the Interior on January 10, 1928. The 
land was granted to the State of Utah and then relinquished to Washington County in a memo from the State Road 
Commission of Utah dated May 13, 1974. Washington County owns the land. The width of the right-of-way was 
typically 400 feet wide through federally owned property for highways in Washington County as evidenced by the 
right-of-way width on Highways 18, 59, and 9 throughout the County. Some of the fences along Old Highway 91 in 
the flatter topography near the Arizona border are located about 400 feet apart suggesting this was the right-of-way 
width to be used for this road through the federal lands. The width between the fences varies as the road goes toward 
the Shivwits Reservation depending on the topography (location of hillsides and washes), apparently the fence was 
built out of convenience. The right-of-way may be narrower in areas of private ownership, since the land may have 
had to be purchased or donated by the private land owner. Putting restrictions on Washington County on how this 
right-of-way will be used is not appropriate. Since this road is a vital transportation detour when Interstate 15 in the 
Virgin River Gorge is blocked, the County needs to be able to widen, maintain, and improve it as necessary. The road 
currently is in need of additional passing lanes, culvert extensions, clear-zone improvements and widened shoulders 
to meet safety standards. Who knows what additional improvements will be needed in the future to meet demands? 
Revoking or narrowing the right-of-way, as proposed, is short-sighted and improper. Limiting how Washington 
County utilizes its right-of-way, by placing restrictions on utility installations, is also not appropriate. The property 
belongs to Washington County and should be subject to County Codes, not additional imposed restrictions. [4713-2]

One hundred foot ROW (50 feet each side of center - old Highway 91) is too small. Two hundred feet in Alternative 
D is more reasonable. BLM would still be able to restrict utility placement where it would be justified inside that 
ROW. [5919-6]



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 353352

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J

Lands and Realty 164 Manage Beaver Dam Wash NCA for avoidance rather than exclusion. Managing for avoidance 
allows BLM to set the terms of any ROWs that get permitted, but avoids restricting all ROWs to the point where no 
flexibility exists in the future. Only Alternative A manages Beaver Dam Wash for avoidance. [5679-165]

Response 43: The potential designated corridor is shown in pink on Maps 2-23, 2-24, and 2-25.

Associated Comments: 

The BDWNCA would be managed as a ROW exclusion area except for the designated corridor (Maps 2-23, 2-24, 
2-25). DRMP narrative says that a 100' corridor would also be designated along Highway 91 but no corridor is shown 
on any maps. [4674-12]

Response 44: The analysis referenced by the commenter is addressing the new utility and transportation corridor 
under Alternative D (comprising 6,350 acres, see 4.28.2.7 page 760 of the DEIS and Map 2-46 page 283 of the DEIS).

Associated Comments: 

Section 4.28.2.7 discusses impacts to cave and karst resources resulting from a "utility corridor," because cave re-
sources have been documented within the boundaries of this new corridor. As discussed above, it is unclear whether 
this applies to the north-south utility corridor, or the east-west transportation corridor, these areas are geographically 
distinct. [5899-76] 

Response 45: The analysis of the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resource values related to the proposed 
designation of 6,350 acre utility and transportation corridor under Alternative D is technically and legally sufficient 
for NEPA purposes. The designation of utility and transportation corridor is a land use allocation made through 
the RMP. When such a designation is made, all new utilities and transportation projects that propose to cross this 
area of the NCA would be required to locate within that designated corridor. Over the long term, the development 
of new power transmission lines, substations, or water lines, each with associated roads and ancillary facilities, as 
well as a new multi-lane highway, could compromise non-market values on a majority of the 6, 350 acres within that 
designated corridor. As this is not a project or highway specific EIS, the impacts analysis is not limited to specific 
alternative alignments, but to the land use allocation of a designated corridor in which future developments would be 
concentrated. 

Associated Comments: 

P862 States: "Under Alternative D, a new 6,350-acre utility and transportation corridor would be designated through 
the NCA. Within this corridor, BLM could authorize ROWs for the construction of new utilities and the new "north-
ern transportation route" multi-lane highway requested by Washington County. Such developments would result in 
the irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resource values, including native vegetation, soils, heritage resources, 
critical habitat for the Mojave Desert tortoise and other at-risk species, recreation opportunities, and the scenic quali-
ties of the lands. The impacts related to the development of utilities and a new highway would be mitigated to the 
extent possible through project design and BMPs, but would comprise a significant, irreversible, and irretrievable loss 
of natural, cultural, visual, and social resource values within the designated corridor. Wow! second paragraph puts a 
lot on the northern corridor! [5673-17]

Response 46: The analysis of the impacts on non-market values related to the proposed designation of 6,350 acre util-
ity and transportation corridor under Alternative D is technically and legally sufficient for NEPA purposes. The desig-
nation of utility and transportation corridor is a land use allocation made through the RMP. When such a designation 
is made, all new utilities and transportation projects that propose to cross this area of the NCA would be required to 
locate within that designated corridor. Over the long term, the development of new power transmission lines, substa-
tions, or water lines, each with associated roads and ancillary facilities, as well as a new multi-lane highway, could 
compromise non-market values on a majority of the 6, 350 acres within that designated corridor. As this is not a 

project or highway specific EIS, the impacts analysis is not limited to specific alternative alignments, but to the land 
use allocation of a designated corridor. 

Associated Comments: 

P 860. States: In summary, relative to Alternative A, and in the absence of major development of the designated ROW 
corridor, Alternative D would generally provide greater protection and enhancement of many of the non-market val-
ues associated with the NCA. However, by designating a new 6,350-acre utility and transportation corridor within the 
heart of the NCA, and allowing for the development for utilities and transportation-particularly a "northern transpor-
tation route"-Alternative D would very likely significantly compromise many of the non-market values of the NCA, in 
and near the corridor." How could this be laid on the shoulders of the northern transportation route when it contains 
only 2.5% +/- of the area (6350 ac) in question????? This appears to be a fatal flaw and an incorrect or unreasonable 
evaluation. The corridor should be evaluated independently in each of the alternatives in order to give it a realistic 
evaluation. It is never stated in the RMP that there will never be any development along the Northern Corridor. This 
could be an important point as many think that if there is a road, there will be roof tops! [5673-16] 

Response 47: Alternatives proposed for Lands and Realty Management in Red Cliffs NCA does not include any 
requirements for undergrounding of utility transmission lines. In the range of alternatives for Lands and Realty 
Management in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Alternatives B, C, and D propose that authorizations for new ROWs 
within the designated utility corridor that parallels Old Highway 91 would be limited to subsurface installations 
only. There is no similar restriction under Alternative A, No Action. As the designated corridor along Old Highway 
91 would continue to be narrow in width (with a maximum width of 300 feet under Alternative A, 100 feet under 
Alternative B, and 200 feet under Alternative D), this corridor would only accommodate small-scale ROWs, such as 
fiber-optic lines. The surface disturbance that might result from the installation of this type of ROW would be small-
scale. As this corridor parallels either side of Old Highway 91 and portions of the corridor have been previously dis-
turbed by other ROW developments, the area provides low quality habitat for wildlife. Prior inventories for heritage 
resources have not identified such resources within the boundaries of the designated utility corridor. The proposal to 
authorize ROWs only for subsurface installations would protect the scenic qualities of the NCA without negatively 
impacting other NCA values, such as wildlife or heritage resources. 

Associated Comments: 

Undergrounding a power line requires a contiguous trench that would have to be excavated the entire length. Given 
the archaeological site density in the Red Cliff/Beaver dam area there would be no way to avoid impacting sites along 
an undergrounded segment of line. Micro-siting structures and access around sensitive resources would not be possi-
ble. For this reason it is our position that undergrounding to mitigate visual impacts to a linear cultural resource will 
have a more permanent adverse effect on buried cultural resources that will have to be excavated including sites that 
would have otherwise been avoided by moving access to avoid cultural sites. The high cost and impact of construction 
on biological resources as well as the difficulty in reclamation success in these regions soils offset undergrounding's 
value as a visual mitigation strategy. [5906-5]

Response 48: The following quote from OPLMA has been added to the Management Actions of the Red Cliffs NCA 
Proposed RMP “(h) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section prohibits the authorization of the development of utilities 
within the National Conservation Area if the development is carried out in accordance with—(1) each utility devel-
opment protocol described in the habitat conservation plan; and (2) any other applicable law (including regulations)” 
(OPLMA Section 1974 (h))."

Associated Comments: 

Failing to incorporate the HCP utility development protocols as required by the HCP and as anticipated by OPLMA. 
[5679-27]
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Response 49: Existing ROWs are not affected by the new land use planning decisions.

Associated Comments: 

Existing ROW's It is our understanding that existing ROW's and facilities will not be affected by any of the NCA 
alternatives. It is critical that the renewal, operations and maintenance, including the upgrading of existing lines and 
facilities not be impacted in order for us to meet the increasing demands of Washington County. [5906-3]

Response 50: ROW exclusions and avoidance restrictions contemplated in the DEIS would not affect existing ROWs.

Associated Comments: 

The BLM hasn't stated whether these ROW exclusions and restrictions would prevent renewal of existing rights of 
way if and when their terms expire. If that outcome is even a remote possibility, the impacts on communities relying 
on the Navajo Aquifer would be devastating. No discussion is offered regarding the nature and extent of the obstacles 
BLM is creating that affect the ability of municipalities to develop remaining water rights within the RCNCA. Because 
most of the municipalities in the county are linked with the district and one another through the 2006 Regional 
Water Supply Agreement, any action that affects the water resources of any one municipality affects the regional water 
resources necessary to ensure the future viability of tall of these communities. [4674-21] 

Response 51: In the DEIS, the BLM analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with CEQ regulations (40 
CFR 1502.1) to address ROW corridor, avoidance, and exclusion designations in the Red Cliffs NCA. The range of 
alternatives was developed using input from the public, other Federal and State agencies, Tribes, the Cooperating 
Agencies, and other local governmental entities. 

The BLM also used the guidance from BLM Manual 6220 - National Monuments, National Conservation Areas, and 
Similar Designations. This Manual addresses specific land use allocations, such as rights-of-way (ROWs), designated 
transportation and utility corridors, and discretionary uses proposed for NCAs, NMs, and similar designations. 
Through land use planning, this Manual directs that, to the extent possible, BLM should avoid granting new ROWs in 
these units and should evaluate the relocation of existing ROWs that are not consistent with the purposes of designa-
tion. It also directs that (subject to applicable law), through land use planning and project-specific decisions, BLM 
should designate NCAs and NMs as ROWs Exclusion or Avoidance areas. As noted in Section 1.6.1.7 (Chapter 1, 
page 32), OPLMA has a specific call out to the future development of utilities with the NCA, “(h) EFFECT.—Nothing 
in this section prohibits the authorization of the development of utilities within the National Conservation Area if the 
development is carried out in accordance with—(1) each utility development protocol described in the habitat con-
servation plan; and (2) any other applicable law (including regulations)” (OPLMA Section 1974 (h))." This language 
from OPLMA has been added to the management actions under Lands and Realty in the Red Cliffs NCA Proposed 
RMP. 

The Proposed RMP has been developed to comply with the requirements of OPMLA to allow for the future develop-
ment of utilities and the congressionally defined purposes of the NCA, “To conserve, protect, and enhance for the 
benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, histori-
cal, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National Conservation Area; and To protect each species that 
is located in the National Conservation Area; and listed as a threatened or endangered species on the list of threat-
ened species or the list of endangered species published under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. (OPLMA Section 
1974 (a))”

Associated Comments: 

It is unacceptable that specific and appropriate language is not present in the Draft Resource Management Plans re-
garding water and other utility rights of way - both current and future. It is of the utmost importance that our existing 
water and other utility rights of way are secure and renewable. We do not find language in the draft plan that gives 
us this comfort. Verbal assurances are insufficient. We also do not find appropriate language indicating that we can 
expand water and other utility rights of way within the NCAs. We simply must be able to do this - in a reasonable, 

sensitive, and cooperative way with the BLM. One of the key growth areas in the City is the area known as The 
Ledges. We must be able to provide increased water distribution to this area through the Red Cliffs NCA in order to 
maintain service and meet the demands of growth! We have significant water resources in this area and must be able 
to access and draw from them! [3926-3]

Impacts on Washington County: Essential Transportation and Utility Access BLM failed to consider important 
impacts on local communities of further restricting use of the public lands. Any incremental loss of access for public 
utilities through public lands is likely to cause major negative consequences to the ability of local communities to 
receive essential services. As noted in the DRMP, the federal government owns over 75% of the land in the county. 
Taking into account state, Indian resenration and private lands, current constraints placed by public land restrictive 
designations, endangered species designations, land form limitations, flood plains and other practical limitations on 
the use of lands restrain the use of 86% of the land in Washington County. The DRMP proposes to impose additional 
restrictions on 32% of the land it manages in the form of unnecessarily protective prescriptions, ROW avoidance and 
exclusion areas, a new multi-species conservation area and other closures throughout the areas in question. These 
numbers, while notable, do not adequately capture the extent of the impacts. The result of the various restrictions on 
land use in Washington County to date have left the area with limited corridors to serve existing and expected resi-
dents of the county with adequate transportation and utility services. See Attachment B. Any additional restrictions 
on the ability to provide these services will have a significant, potentially fatal, effect on long term, fundamental re-
quirements for human health and safety expected in a modern society, as populations continue to grow. The analysis 
contained in the DRMP is insufficient to justify many of the additional restrictions proposed for BLM managed land 
in Washington County. [4674-7]

The DRMP asserts that BLM Manual 6220, "directs that (st11ect to applicable law), through land use planning and 
project-specific decisions, BLM should designate NCAs and NMs as ROWs Exclusion or Avoidance areas." Section 
1.3.3.3,p. 20, emphas is added. But BLM's analysis did not take into account applicable law set forth in OPLMA, in 
particular the authorization of utilities in RCNCA. [4674-13]

(h) Effect.--Nothing in this section prohibits the authorization of the development of utilities within the National 
Conservation Area if the development is carried out in accordance with-- (1) each utility development protocol 
described in the habitat conservation plan; and (2) any other applicable law (including regulations). OPLMA Section 
1974 (h). This language eliminates any discretion for BLM to preclude the application of the UDPs in any alternative. 
Nevertheless, the DRMP dismisses the UDPs without meaningful analysis OPLMA expressly authorized continued 
application of the UDPs within the RCNCA: [4674-17]

OPLMA Sectioin 1974(h) clarifies that BLM is expected to authorize utility development within the RCNCA when 
such development is carried out in accordance with "each utility development protocol described in the habitat con-
servation plan" and "any other applicable law, (including regulations)". The DRMP at Section 1.6.1.7 acknowledges 
that the UDPs identify measures to lessen impacts on critical habitat and populations of desert tortoise. However, the 
DRMP fails to recognize that the OPLMA language regarding other applicable law and regulation anticipates that site 
specific analysis of each proposed utility development would be conducted to address specified resource values not 
covered by the UDPs and the other provisions of the HCP. The descriptions of Alternative B and C (Table 2-68) fail to 
recognize the Sec. 1974(h) provisions of OPLMA and arbitrarily place conditions on or prohibit facility construction 
contrary to the letter and intent of this law. [4674-18]

The plan appears to assert that OPLMA requires this dismissal but this approach fails to account for the proper 
rules of statutory construction. When Congress stated that "Nothing in this section prohibits the authorization of 
the development of utilities within the National Conservation Area if the development is carried out in accordance 
with-- (1) each utility development protocol described in the habitat conservation plan; and (2) any other applicable 
law (including regulations)," that section was intended to have meaning. BLM's statement that the UDPs do not "ad-
dress the mitigation of development impacts on the many other resource values that Congress identified for conser-
vation, protection, and enhancement in the NCAs, through OPLMA," simply rewrites the statute to serve a purpose 
not intended by the law. Congress has determined that application of the UDPs is consistent with the purposes of the 
RCNCA. BLM's dismissal of the UDPs is rendered even more problematic by the express statement that "As Congress 
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did not specifically define the resource values that give significance to this NCA, BLM resource professionals identi-
fied a number of the natural and cultural resources within NCA that are unique and scientifically important." Section 
1.3.1.2,p. 15. Indeed, given the county's instrumental role in passage of OPLMA, the failure to include its input on 
NCA values is another failure of coordination and cooperation. [4674-19]

The agency's attempt to dismiss the clear language of OPLMA violates its own manual. The BLM Manual applicable 
to NCAs actually says "National program policies that are generally applicable to BLM public lands apply to NLCS 
components to the extent that they are consistent with the designating proclamation or legislation. . ." BLM Man11al 
6620 (07/ 13/ 2012), Section 1.1, emphasis added. "District and Field Managers shall: ...Ensure that all activities on . . 
. NCA lands are consistent with the relevant designating legislation." Id. Section 1.4C1, emphas is added. "As appro-
priate, implement program policy that applies generally to BLM public lands within ... NCAs to the extent consistent 
with the designating legislation." Id. Section 1.4C2, emphasis added. [4674-20]

Given the express authorization of utility development by OPLMA, the elimination of the UDPs and other general re-
strictions on utility development are untenable. * Apply the UDPs to all alternatives, as required by law. * Clarify that 
utility development may occur in accordance with the UDPs, taking into account site specific values. * Clarify that 
utility development in compliance with the UDPs would be compatible with the purposes of the RCNCA. * Clarify 
that water demand, as determined by the local governmental entity in charge of providing water, shall be sufficient 
basis for "essential community needs" for water utility development in ROW avoidance areas. * Clarify and justify the 
scope of any special stipulations that might be required for development of water facilities, beyond compliance with 
the UDPs and other generally applicable policies and guidance, within a ROW avoidance area. [4674-22]

My name is Kirk Willey and I own a 400+ acre parcel of ground on the East side of SR-18 approximately 0.8 miles 
"before" or rather South of the North entrance to Snow Canyon State Park. I am currently preparing to begin devel-
opment of this area, and am now in the process of applying for a right-of-way in order to have an access road from 
SR-18 up to this property. It is my understanding that under all of the three new alternatives for revising the current 
RMP, the entire SR-18 corridor would become an "Exclusion" area---and such an application would not be consid-
ered. I would therefore like to respectfully voice my opposition to this change. [4702-3]

This community is of a sufficient size, however, that basic traffic-flow / design necessitates multiple access points 
to the property. One access point will come at Diamond Valley Drive. With the exception of the site of the existing 
dirt road where we are currently applying for a right-of-way, however, we have been completely unable to identify a 
second possible access point. Except for this location, the remaining SR-18 corridor is sealed-off from my property 
by the cinder cone to the North, and then by the massive white sandstone mountain running to the South. Should 
this right-of-way be granted, the road will be constructed in the very most environmentally responsible way possible. 
All construction activity will remain within a narrow 59' construction corridor---with no additional area cleared for 
either storage or "staging," which will all take place off-site. Great attention will be given to all appropriate remedia-
tion activities; including soils restoration, drainage, re-seeding, tortoise fencing and underpasses (although tortoise 
population in this area appears to be extremely light, possibly not present at all). [4702-4]

Table 2-68: The management actions associated with Linear ROWs are not consistent with the enabling legislation of 
OPLMA. The legislation specifically says in Section 1974, "nothing in this section prohibits the authorization of the 
development of utilities in the National Conservation Area" and goes on to direct the identification of one or more al-
ternatives for a Northern Transportation Route in Section 1977. The management actions in this section are contrary 
to the legislative intent of the NCA. Of particular concern are the following management actions "Do not designate 
new corridors for linear ROWs (e.g., utility, transportation) in the NCA. New ROWs will be granted in Exclusion 
areas only when required by law or federal court action." The Northern Transportation Route has already been 
mandated by law. The language included in Goal 1F of the NLCS Strategy document [18] would be more consistent 
with BLM National Policy and the intent of the OPLMA. We suggest this language be revised to say "ROWs will only 
be granted where they are required for public health and safety, are necessary for the exercise of valid existing rights, 
minimize impacts to fragile resources, or further the purposes for which an area was designated [5899-63]

Management Actions for Alternative B go on to say "In ROW Avoidance areas, new ROWs could be authorized only 
if the project-specific NEPA analysis indicates that the construction and operation of the facility would not result 

in the incidental take of federally-listed species; the adverse modification of designated critical habitats; or adverse 
effects to NRHP listed or eligible properties, and if the following criteria are met: a) Facility design and placement 
would avoid or result in minimal impacts on other NCA resources and values, including the scenic qualities of the 
NCA." As discussed in the comment to Table 2-50 above, this is a very stringent standard and one not required under 
the Endangered Species Act or the National Historic Preservation Act. A standard that the BLM does not even hold 
itself to for the development of BLM projects within the NCA. It is recommended that these provisions be replaced 
with provisions more consistent with the management actions referenced in Table 2-50, Table 2-62, and Table 
2-59. Additionally, it should be noted that the applicant would have to comply with other federal regulations (e.g., 
Endangered Species Act and the National Historic Preservation Act) which offer process whereby regulatory agencies 
and the project proponent can work collaboratively to address resource impacts. [5899-64]

To serve electrical needs to" The Ledges Area" other than the agreement describe above SGES has done the following 
brief cost analysis. i. Underground 69kV transmission service from SGES Skyline Sub to the Ledges sub. (Currently 
in an Avoidance Area) $6,101,000. Approx. in house installation labor and material. ii. Underground 69kV transmis-
sion service from Red Hills sub to the Ledges sub. (SR 18 corridor if width of corridor permits clearance to existing 
transmission natural gas lines owned by Questar Gas) $5,370,000. Approx. in house installation labor and material. 
iii. Overhead 69kV transmission service from Red Hills sub to the Ledges sub. (SR 18 corridor if width of corridor 
permits clearance to proximity to transmission natural gas lines owned by Questar Gas. Issues with cathodic protec-
tion of natural gas line when aligned with high voltage lines) $2,362,800. Approx. in house installation labor and 
material. Alternative "A": This alternative gives SGES the ability to use the protocol to provide for upgrades to exist-
ing ROWs (Current agreement in place with PacificCorp) Alternative "B": This alternative new ROW avoidance areas 
would be allowed, but under strict NEPA specific analysis and would reduce corridor along I-15 and SR 18. (Rules out 
options for continued service ii. and iii.) Alternative "C": This alternative would not allow new ROWs for utilities and 
greatly reduces the SR 18 corridor and revokes the I-15 corridor. (Rules out options for continued service ii. and iii.) 
Alternative "D": This alternative would allow for new ROWs for utilities and provide a corridor for travel and existing 
utilities. (Current agreement in place with PacificCorp) [5908-2]

#3 In 1940 a water pipe line was installed from Pine Valley Mountain. There has been a hydroelectric plant on the 
lower reaches of the pipe line for years. The plant was completely rebuilt in 1994 and supplies SGES customers with 
roughly 2000 MWhs of electric renewable energy a year. The Hydro feeds St George by way of a distribution circuit 
running down what is known as Turkey Farm Road to Skyline Sub. (Avoidance Area) This is a $100,000 yearly energy 
value. Alternative "A": This alternative gives SGES the ability to use the protocol to provide for upgrades to existing 
ROWs (ROW in place currently) Alternative "B": This alternative new ROW avoidance areas would be allowed, but 
under strict NEPA specific analysis and would reduce corridor along I-15 and SR 18. (No effect) Alternative "C": This 
alternative would not allow new ROWs for utilities and greatly reduces the SR 18 corridor and revokes the I-15 cor-
ridor. (No effect) Alternative "D": This alternative would allow for new ROWs for utilities and provide a corridor for 
travel and existing utilities. (ROW in place currently) [5908-3]

SGES concludes that the development of the alternatives "B" and "C" failed to meet the planned utility upgrades 
developed by the 7 Washington County utilities serving the county's electric needs. This planning is led by Federal 
requirements established by North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) to insure the reliability of the 
Bulk Electric System. [5908-4]

Research has shown that ravens are a significant predator of and mortality factor on desert tortoises, especially 
young ones. I have a concern that some BLM authorizations, such as powerline rights-of-way and landfill approv-
als and which relate to this proposed RMP, attract and may increase the number of ravens in tortoise habitat. For 
example, powerline rights-of-way provide ravens with a number of excellent perches in the form of pole cross-arms 
from which ravens can rest and spot tortoises on the ground, leading to subsequent tortoise mortality. Open landfills 
adjacent to the Red Cliffs Reserve provide food and a place for ravens to concentrate. I certainly recommend that new 
powerline rights-of-way and landfills near desert tortoise habitat keep this concern in mind. [5921-11]
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We also oppose the use of any such ROW for new utilities or water lines. Inclusion of such a ROW would defeat the 
purpose of the NCA and the Habitat Conservation Plan developed for protection of the Desert Tortoise under the 
Endangered Species Act. [6192-2]

2) Rights of Way (ROW) Language in the Preferred Alternative does not meet the standards for managing units of 
the National Conservation Lands. The preferred alternative language for the siting of rights-of-way in the respective 
NCA's states the following: "In ROW Avoidance areas, new ROWs could be authorized only if the project- specific 
NEPA analysis indicates that the construction and operation of the facility would not result in the incidental take of 
federally-listed species; the adverse modification of designated critical habitats; or adverse effects to NRHT-listed or 
eligible properties, and if certain other criteria (listed in the RMP) are met." (Red Cliffs NCA) "Continue to manage a 
designated utility and transportation corridor through the NCA. Limit new utility ROWs to subsurface installations 
within that 100 foot wide designated corridor, to protect the scenic qualities of the NCA and the OST Management 
corridor from visual intrusions. Designate the NCA as an Avoidance area for site-type leases (e.g. cell towers) and 
ROWs. New site-type leases and ROWS could only be authorized if the following criteria are met: a) Locations out-
side the NCA are not feasible to serve the purpose of the lease or ROW; b) Co- location within an existing site facility 
is not feasible to serve the purpose of the lease or ROW; c) Proposal would be in conformance with area VRM Class; 
d) proposal would not result in adverse impacts to NCA resource values." (Beaver Dam Wash NCA) The BLM has 
established policy for managing rights-of-ways within national monuments and NCAs. While some of the language 
comes close, the preferred alternatives fail to meet the standards set by this policy. In 2012, the BLM released Policy 
Manual 6220, which set specific guidance for BLM concerning the granting of new rights-of-way through units of 
the National Conservation Lands. the siting, construction and maintenance of a new ROW would have to meet the 
congressionally-mandated standards to "conserve, protect and enhance" the values for which these NCAs were estab-
lished. These policies are in place because of the proven habitat degradation and fragmentation that result from linear 
development in an otherwise intact ecosystem. Due to the presence of the Mojave Desert tortoise in this region (see 
below), the siting of new rights of ways must be avoided at all costs. [5666-8]

The county expects that the final RMP will be compliant with OPLMA and the Utility Development Protocols, and 
recommends that this will best be done by specifically incorporating the protocols. [5679-122]

Alternatives B, C, and possibly D of the draft RMP violate both OPLMA and the Utility Development Protocols. 
Alternative A specifically incorporates the protocols, and treats the accessible portions of the NCA as avoidance 
areas-which is what is required by the utility development protocols [5679-123]

Lands and Realty 279 2-68 BLM should not close the door in Alt. B to new ROW's. This door should be left open to 
designation of new ROW's and linear corridors for utility transportation. The utility development protocols that were 
developed as part of the tortoise habitat management plan should be integrated into the final RMP. OPLMA calls for 
implementation of the protocols. [5679-188]

Nothing in this section prohibits the authorization of the development of utilities with the National Conservation 
Area if development is carried out in accordance with: (1) each utility development protocol described in the habitat 
conservation plan; and (2) any other applicable law OPLMA Section 1974(h). This language eliminates any discretion 
for the BLM to preclude the application of the UDP's in any alternative. It appears that alternatives B, C, and D of the 
draft eliminate the UDP process and thereby jeopardizes the future of these existing corridors, as well as prohibit any 
new utility easements. Without these corridors, the City will not be able to continue to handle the projected growth in 
the area and will not be able to utilize existing resources to service our current citizens. The draft provides no reason-
able analysis indicating why the UDP was eliminated from alternatives B, C, and D. We recommend that UDP's be 
applied to all alternatives as required by law. [6424-1]

Specify that utility development may occur in accordance with the UDP's, taking into account site specific values. 
[6424-2]

Further, clarify that water demand, as described by the local governmental entity in charge of providing water, shall 
be a sufficient basis of necessity for water utility development in ROW avoidance areas. [6424-3]

Specify the scope of special stipulations that might be required for development of water facilities beyond compliance 
with the UDP's within an ROW avoidance area. [6424-4]

We are also concerned about limitations on being able to provide utility work which will have a negative impact on 
future development. Under the proposed plan, we feel it will limit utility companies from being able to plan future 
installations and thus limit future development. [6429-2]

You have probably already heard this from the County, but I would like to remind you of the importance of maintain-
ing utility corridors, especially as regards water resources, in planning for future needs. 1he primary potential sources 
of undeveloped groundwater in Washington County lie beneath the two NCAs. I can foresee the need for future util-
ity corridors in these areas for ground-water development and/or groundwater recharge, and would hate to see those 
opportunities precluded. Roads and rights of-way need not be public, but would be necessary for pipeline construc-
tion and periodic maintenance. [6440-1]

Response 52: The commenter is confusing the analysis of the new proposed corridor analyzed under Alternative D 
and the analysis of existing corridors (I-15 and SR 18). 

Associated Comments: 

In some places the impact analysis considers one ROW corridor (e.g., Section 4.28.2.7), others two corridors (e.g., 
Section 4.36.2.10), and one section (Section 4.31.3) makes reference to three corridors. It is clear that the impact 
analysis is using very broad generalizations and is not taking a hard look at the realistic impacts. [5899-72]

Response 53: The corridor analyzed under Alternative D applies only to that alternative. The commenter is referenc-
ing decisions and maps that apply to Alternatives A, B, and C.

Associated Comments: 

BLM Alternative D at Table 2-62 which would designate a northern corridor conflicts with all three ROW Avoidance 
and Exclusion Alternatives at Table 2-68 and Maps 2-44, 2-45 and 2-46. These avoidance and exclusion areas block 
portions of the proposed corridor, including the route currently under application by the County. [4674-44]

Response 54: The alternatives for Lands and Realty in the Red Cliffs NCA and analysis in Chapter 4 of the DEIS ad-
dress the concerns of the commenter. Any future ROW developments would require land use plan conformance and 
a site specific NEPA analysis.

Associated Comments: 

Transportation and Utility corridor in Red Cliffs NCA. The EPA notes that under Alternative D, the BLM proposes 
to designate a new utility and transportation corridor right-of-way (ROW) to accommodate potential highway 
alignn1ents that Washington County provided to the BLM for the County 's northern transportation route. Under 
Alternative D, the BLM could, but is not required to, approve a ROW to allow the construction of whichever pro-
posed highway alignment is finally selected by the County. Also, under Alternative D, rights-of-way could be granted 
in the same corridor for new utilities, water lines, and associated roads. The EPA is concerned that this Draft EIS does 
not assess the specific impacts that are likely to occur if these roads and utilities are located in the proposed ROW 
nor does it assess whether those impacts would be consistent with the resource objectives identified for the Red Cliffs 
NCA. Additionally, this EIS does not evaluate any alternative locations for this ROW. We offer a recommendation 
for how to handle this issue at the end of this section of comments Alternative D would manage the two designated 
wilderness areas and portions of the remainder of the NCA outside of designated corridors are proposed as a ROW 
Exclusion areas. Two existing designated ROW corridors would be retained under all alternatives and a new ROW 
corridor totaling 6,350 acres in size is proposed under Alternative D to accommodate new utilities and the "northern 
transportation route" highway. This EIS does not assess the extent to which new development within these ROWs 
could impact any valuable and vulnerable resources. The EPA recommends that the potential for resource impacts be 
described in the Final EIS with the level of specificity based on existing available information. We also recommend a 
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detailed, site-specific analysis be conducted and disclosed in a subsequent NEPA document prior to authorizing new 
development in this ROWs. [3925-1]

 In our experience, granting a ROW is a significant decision. Once a ROW is granted, we rarely see a subsequent EIS 
produced to evaluate the site-specific impacts of tl1e infrastructure that would be placed in the ROW. If this Record 
of Decision grants the ROW, the EPA offers the following four primary reasons for recommending that BLM com-
mit to produce a separate EIS to assess the site-specific impacts of the infrastructure: 1. Infrastructure impacts within 
the ROW are not site-specifically assessed in this Draft EIS 2. There is insufficient information at this time about the 
infrastructure needs to enable this EIS to identify potential alternatives, or to identify whether mitigation is available 
to reduce or avoid some impacts 3. The context of the impacts is important in this case. Those impacts would occur 
inside an OPLMA NCA that includes objectives that emphasize protection of rare environmental resources. The NCA 
includes several rare resources that appear likely to be sensitive to the specific types of development likely to occur in 
the ROW 4. With this context, it seems likely that the impacts from placing infrastructure within the proposed ROW 
would be considered "significant" under the NEPA implen1enting regulations[3925-2]

Response 55: Any future ROW developments would require land use plan conformance and a site specific NEPA 
analysis.

Associated Comments: 

An EIS to assess infrastructure proposed within the ROW would provide formal opportunities for the public to weigh 
in the impacts as well as on potential alternatives or mitigation measures that may exist to reduce those impacts. 
Climate Change and Green House Gas Emissions [3925-3]

Response 56: The range of alternatives for the BDW NCA considered a ROW along Highway 91 of varying widths. 
The preferred alternative is not a final decision and the Proposed RMP can select any of the widths considered in the 
alternatives.

Associated Comments: 

In addition to the transportation problems posed within the RCNCA, the preferred alternative for the Beaver Dam 
Wash National Conservation Area (BDWNCA) proposes to continue the Old Highway 91 ROW width at 100 feet. 
This ROW width of 50 feet from centerline may not suffice for the life of the plan and is unlikely to be changed once 
the RMP is final. The highway alignment would also be managed as Class II for VRM (Map 2- 10) under the preferred 
alternative, allowing only under-ground utilities and making it very difficult to make any re-alignment even with the 
100' width. [4674-10]

Page 125 - Welcome or orientation pullouts and/or wayside exhibits - Since these pullouts will likely be located within 
the existing Old Highway 91 right-of-way, they should be subject to encroachment permits and safe traffic design 
through the permitting process of Washington County. Cooperation and coordination with the BLM should continue 
along this roadway as it has for many years. [4713-5]

Response 57: This is due to the fact that none of the potential routes proposed by Washington County exist on the 
ground today. If a northern transportation route is approved and built in the future, the adjustment to the RMZ could 
be done under plan maintenance. 

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-65: We are concerned that none of the alternatives, including Alternative D, show the corridor for the 
Northern Transportation Route with a Rural Recreation Management Zone (RMZ) designation, like the designation 
for Cottonwood Road and the other roads in the NCA. Maps 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, and 3-34. [5899-58]

The management action includes management of non-federal lands that may be acquired within the NCA in con-
formance with RMZ decisions for adjacent public lands. As discussed previously, this is a concern since there are 

somewhere between 16,000 and 18,000 acres that have not been acquired and there are no provisions for stakeholder 
coordination in those management decisions. Including provisional determinations in the RMP would allow for the 
public input intended by NEPA. Alternately, a commitment should be made to provide public input on management 
actions for each acquisition. It should be noted that there are many inconsistencies in the number of acres identified 
for federal acquisitions throughout the document. The acreages range from 16,000 to over 18,000 acres [5899-60]

Response 58: Both NCA RMPs make the acquisition of inholdings a priority see Tables 2-34 and 2-68 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Page 161 - Lands and Realty - The lands administered by the Utah School and Institutional Trust Land 
Administration (SITLA) which are surrounded by BLM administered property should be purchased or traded for 
other land that could be developed by SITLA for the purposes of providing funding for schools. The designation of 
NCAs and other restrictive land designations has effectively made the SITLA parcels unusable and severely impacted 
their value. The BLM RMP should emphasize this as a priority. [4713-7]

Response 59: The following objective has been added to the Red Cliffs NCA Proposed RMP "BLM will work collab-
oratively with local, state, and federal partners to accomplish the goals and the objectives of the Washington County 
HCP and its implementation agreement."

Associated Comments: 

The draft Red Cliffs RMP abandons BLM's obligation to acquire the private and SITLA in-holdings in the Red Cliffs 
Desert Reserve. These lands are within the boundary of the Red Cliffs NCA and will become part of the NCA once 
acquired. Due to the difficulties in pursuing federal land acquisition funds and completing federal for private land 
exchanges, it is more important than ever that the BLM honor its prior commitments. The county expects that the 
final Red Cliffs RMP will specifically re-affirm the commitment. The county further requests that the plan include ad-
ditional language that exchange lands will be considered state-wide. BLM committed to acquire the Red Cliffs Desert 
Reserve in-holdings in the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan creating documents ("HCP documents"). 
Specifically, in the HCP Implementation Agreement, executed in February 1996, the BLM committed to "work to gain 
title" to private lands through "individual Landowner exchanges." (See page 18.) [5679-119]

Response 60: Decisions in the RMPs/Plan Amendment would be applied to acquired lands, but the level of detail 
requested by the commenter is not possible at this time. The acquisition of inholdings is dependent on many factors 
(i.e. willing sellers, funding, etc.) and may take many years. If and when the BLM acquires the inheld properties, plan 
maintaince or a plan amendment/revision and associated NEPA and public involvement would be required.

Associated Comments: 

All of the alternatives include provisions for significant acquisition of additional lands within the NCA (over 19,000 
acres, approximately 1/3 of the total area of the NCA). However, provisional management actions are not specifically 
identified for non-federal lands. The RMP indicates that land would be managed consistent with the adopted RMP, 
but there is not enough information in the current RMP to know what the specific management actions would be. 
For example if the state lands south of the wilderness area and east of Cottonwood Road were acquired by the federal 
government, would they be managed as Front Country RMZ or Primitive RMZ? Both designations are adjacent to 
this large area. Would the VRM designation for this area be Class I, II, or III? These site specific designations are not 
addressed in this RMP. This means that land management designations presumably could be applied at a future date 
without any additional public input or review. This lack of transparent, public, decision making is concerning and not 
consistent with the spirit of the RMP process, NEPA, and regulatory guidance. A Supplemental Plan is requested to 
accomplish these requirements. [5899-6]
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Response 61: The management actions requested by the commenter are included in Table 2-68 of the DEIS and are 
common to Alternatives B, C, and D.

Associated Comments: 

Trade with Utah State Institutional Trust Land Administration (SITLA) for their isolated sections of land. The land 
restrictions that have been implemented and are being proposed would make the SITLA Land practically worthless, 
show good faith and acquire this property with fair compensation. [6487-2]

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics
Response 62: The vast majority of the wilderness quality lands within the Red Cliffs NCA are protected as designated 
wilderness. The remainder of public lands within the NCA is protected by the language in OPLMA.

Associated Comments: 

We are deeply concerned with the recent political push to take protection away from the Red Cliff Reserve. As vot-
ing residents of Saint George, we strongly request that the BLM retain the strongest protections possible for the 
wilderness-quality of the Red Cliff Reserve and the wildlife that call the wilderness home. Please protect these lands. 
We thought the 2009 Lands Bill was the final voice. We thought the land was protected for future generations. It is so 
disheartening to see the current political push to take away the protection. [6229-1]

Response 63: New land use plan decisions do not apply to existing authorizations.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-62, p. 248 5th Management Action: I'm not sure what "existing structures and 
facilities" exist within the NCA, but if this includes facilities associated with ROWs, I don't think you can unilaterally 
change the requirements of a ROW grant, this would occur at ROW renewal. [5678-63] 

Response 64: Under FLPMA Section 201, the BLM is required to maintain an inventory of all resources on public 
lands, including wilderness characteristics. The existing inventory was incomplete and was updated as part of this 
planning process. Any future actions that could impact lands with wilderness characteristics would be analyzed using 
site-specific NEPA.

Associated Comments: 

BLM must comply with NEPA and other laws and policies and evaluate the impacts to lands with wilderness charac-
teristics from surface disturbing actions. The RMP should incorporate language similar to the interim management 
prescription like the one used in the Winnemucca RMP to require a full NEPA impact analysis for activities that 
would impact LWCs in the St. George Field Office. [5917-41]

Response 65: This is not an attempt to circumvent Congress. Under FLPMA Section 201, the BLM is required 
to maintain an inventory of lands with wilderness characteristics. The trails, mining claims and roads the com-
menter refers to are already managed under restrictions put in place by Congress or the Washington County Habitat 
Conservation Plan. Managing for lands with wilderness characteristics has not been included in the proposed plan.

Associated Comments: 

Managing BLM-identified wilderness-Quality lands for the protection of wilderness values. Answer: This land is 
harsh and beautiful. It has been grazed, ranched, recreated upon, and used for a long time without any need for more 
regulation. This is merely an attempt to circumvent congress by making it Wilderness without making it Wilderness. 
Even Alternative B, is just a step in that direction. With the many trails, mining claims, and roads that already exist, 
it is not wilderness type land by legal definition. It would be locking it up as Wilderness by taking a step by step ap-
proach to accomplish the same thing. Alternative B would begin this process. [3929-3]

Response 66: Wilderness characteristics are a resource, and like other resources, the BLM is required to maintain an 
updated inventory. An inventory is not a management decision. It should also be noted that BLM Manual 6320 states 
that lands with wilderness characteristics must be considered during land use planning. By conducting a thorough in-
ventory and considering wilderness characteristics in Alternative C, the SGFO has met all of the policy requirements 
in Manual 6320.

Associated Comments: 

BLM Manuals 6100 and 6220 both repeatedly call for management that is in line with the legislation that designated 
the NCAs. OPLMA designated both of the NCAs in Washington County, and OPLMA released all acres not desig-
nated as Wilderness. BLM Manual 6320 - Considering Lands with Wilderness Characteristics in the BLM Land Use 
Planning Process, states that land with wilderness characteristics will be protected as warranted. Managing for wilder-
ness characteristics is NOT warranted when designating legislation states that all acres have been adequately evalu-
ated for wilderness characteristics. [5679-116]

Response 67: Under FLPMA Section 201, the BLM is required to maintain an inventory of all resources on public 
lands, including wilderness characteristics. The existing inventory was incomplete and was updated as part of this 
planning process. 

Associated Comments: 

Considering wilderness characteristics on any acreage in Washington County violates the agreement between cooper-
ating agencies and the language of OPLMA. All acres in Washington County were adequately studied for wilderness 
characteristics and released from wilderness study in 2009. Managing for wilderness characteristics outside of the 
wilderness areas designated in OPLMA violates the will of Congress. [4675-11]

Considering wilderness characteristics on any acreage in Washington County is a violation of the agreement between 
cooperating agencies and the language of OPLMA. All acres in Washington County were adequately studies for wil-
derness characteristics and released from wilderness study in 2009. Managing for wilderness characteristics outside of 
the wilderness areas designated in OPLMA violates the will of Congress. The county gave up a lot of land to wilder-
ness designation to settle this very problem. We want the BLM to honor the agreement that was reached. [5910-6]

The Act states that all land in Washington County has been adequately studied for wilderness designation. Therefore, 
Wilderness Characteristics should not be considered in the plan. But they are considered. The draft contains plans 
that propose managing land with wilderness characteristics. [6422-4]

The consideration of wilderness characteristics on any acreage in Washington County. This is a direct violation 
of both the intent and the plain language of OPLMA. Congress designated all possible wilderness areas within 
Washington County and released all other land from future consideration. [6423-16]

The OPLMA bill settled the wilderness issue, but there is now new "managed as wilderness" in the bill which is not 
what was agreed in the OPLMA bill. There should be no "new or managed as wilderness lands" in the final plan. The 
BLM lacks congressional authority to manage subject lands, other than wilderness study areas, as if they are or may 
become wilderness. Nothing should be managed as wilderness and these areas should be released for multiple use 
management. [6486-57]

Response 68: These are congressionally designated National Conservation Areas. "Releasing" them for multiple use 
management would be indirect opposition to the intent of Congress.

Associated Comments: 

Nothing should be managed as wilderness and these areas should be released for multiple use management. [6486-67]

Response 69: Any future actions that could impact lands with wilderness characteristics would be analyzed using 
site-specific NEPA. 
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Associated Comments: 

BLM's updated LWC inventory should be used to inform future management action decisionmaking. While standard 
multiple use, sustained yield management objectives may remain in place until a plan revision is made for the Field 
[5917-42]

Response 70: Secretarial Order 3330 is about developing comprehensive landscape-level mitigation strategies de-
signed to offset major development and energy extraction activities. The NCA's are being managed for conservation 
purposes and do not fall under this category at all. In addition, the analysis shows that under the preferred alternative 
there would be no loss of wilderness characteristics. Choosing whether or not to manage for wilderness characteris-
tics is clearly laid out in BLM Manual 6320, which gives the BLM broad commentary when choosing to manage for 
wilderness characteristics or not. Restoration of lands could easily result in the return of wilderness characteristics. 

Associated Comments: 

BLM should follow Order 3330 and include language within the NCA RMP that requires landscape-level mitigation 
in any instance that a management action results in a loss of wilderness characteristics. In doing so, the RMP should 
specify that the best way to equitably mitigate for a loss of wilderness characteristics is through management of simi-
larly located LWCs for the protection of wilderness characteristics or similar values (i.e., ACEC designation). Given 
that wilderness characteristics cannot be "created" in the same context as wetlands mitigation, for example, BLM is 
obligated to affirmatively protect other existing LWCs as part of mitigation for the loss of wilderness characteirstics. 
This common sense approach, consistent with Department of Interior policy, ensures adequate compensation for the 
loss of habitat and wilderness values as a result of any site-specific decisions implemented under the final NCA RMP. 

[4678-11]

Response 71: A ROW exclusion area, paired with an OHV Area designation in compliance with the congressionally 
"Designated Road Area" provides the highest level of protection. The BLM is required to maintain an inventory of 
lands with wilderness characteristics. Managing for the protection of those characteristics is a planning decision 
(BLM Manual 6320). The remainder of this statement is incorrect.

Associated Comments: 

In the alternative, at a minimum, BLM must manage the 16,721 acres of identified LWCs within the Primitive 
Recreation Management Zone for the protection of wilderness characteristics. Under Alternative B, BLM argues 
that the proposed Primitive Recreation Management Zone prescriptions will "provide a high level of protection" for 
LWCs, because the alternative includes "OHV Area Designation and management of the NCA as a ROW Exclusion 
area." Although these management prescriptions may provide a "high level" of protection, it simply does not pro-
vide the same level of protection for wilderness values as would be afforded by management specifically focused on 
[4678-10]

Response 72: The BLM is required to maintain an inventory of lands with wilderness characteristics. Managing for 
the protection of those characteristics is a planning decision (BLM Manual 6320). With an inventory in place, every 
project that is proposed within an inventoried unit will be evaluated and analyzed through the NEPA process. 

Associated Comments: 

any BLM-identified LWCs located outside of the NCA planning area should be managed by BLM for protection 
of wilderness characteristics until the time when BLM revises the 1999 St. George RMP. Failing to manage BLM-
identified LWCs for wilderness character in this interim period (i.e., between the inventory and a revision of the 1999 
St. George RMP) may result in BLM authorizing activities that eliminate wilderness characteristics an all or some 
of these LWC units. Only through interim management for the purpose of protecting wilderness characteristics can 
BLM ensure that it will protect this limited, irreplaceable resource until a time when a comprehensive management 
framework can be developed for those lands. [4678-12]

Response 73: The BLM is required to maintain an inventory of lands with wilderness characteristics. The BLM is not 
"required" to manage for the protection of lands with wilderness characteristics (BLM Manual 6320). Managing for 
the protection of those characteristics is a planning decision. It was determined that managing specifically for the 
protection of wilderness characteristics inside the NCA's was unnecessary as adequate protections are already in place 
through congressional designations and other compatible planning decisions.

Associated Comments:

In developing the DEIS, the St. George Field Office conducted a wilderness characteristics inventory. This inventory 
considered the size, naturalness, outstanding opportunities for solitude, and outstanding opportunities for primitive 
and unconfined recreation within the inventory units. BLM's inventory of the BDWNCA determined that "wilderness 
characteristics were present in three areas totaling 43,873 acres, or 69% of the NCA." DEIS, 444. Although BLM iden-
tified 43,873 acres of LWC, Alternative C only proposes to manage LWCs for the protection of wilderness characteris-
tics within the proposed "Primitive Recreation Management" zones (Alternatives B and D do not propose to manage 
any LWCs for the protection of wilderness characteristics). This area totals 16,721 acres, or only 38% of the identified 
LWCs within the NCA.1 [4678-8]

Protection of wilderness characteristics. Although OHV designation and ROW exclusions have a beneficial impact on 
reducing adverse impacts to naturalness and solitude, they alone do not guarantee that adverse impacts to wilderness 
characteristics will not occur through increased recreational use, vegetation treatments, or other management activi-
ties authorized under the NCA RMP. Simply put, BLM's management criteria are insufficient to absolve the agency's 
responsibility to manage the identified LWCs for the protection of wilderness characteristics. This is especially true 
for lands included in the Primitive Recreation Management Zone. [4678-10]

Response 74: The BLM is required to maintain an inventory of lands with wilderness characteristics. Managing for 
the protection of those characteristics is a planning decision (BLM Manual 6320). It was determined that managing 
specifically for the protection of wilderness characteristics inside the NCA's was unnecessary as adequate protections 
are already in place through congressional designations and other compatible planning decisions.

Associated Comments: 

BLM completely fails to explain why it did not analyze an alternative that would manage all 43,873 acres of BLM-
identified LWCs within the NCA for the protection of wilderness characteristics. Instead, BLM appears to have 
arbitrarily determined that LWCs outside of the proposed Primitive Recreation Management Zone do not warrant 
consideration, let alone actual management, for protection of wilderness characteristics. Here, BLM should consider 
a management alternative that manages all LWCs for the protection of wilderness characteristics and has provided no 
reasonable rationale for failing to do so. [4678-9]

Response 75: In the preferred alternative, the OHV area designation is changing from "Open" to "Limited." This 
would not change existing access nor would it limit existing recreation opportunities. It only restricts motor vehicles 
from driving cross-country.

Associated Comments: 

We were shocked that the BLM allows Off Road Vehicles in an ecologically sensitive area. We saw motorcycle ruts, 
large four wheeled trucks just smashing through the stream banks!! We don't want this sort of abuse occurring on 
our National Public BLM Lands!! Please don't continue this sort of management in Washington County. Not only is it 
environmentally destructive but tax dollars washed to support such senseless recreation such as off road vehicle use is 
simply wrong. [4515-1]

Response 76: In the preferred alternative, there are no lands proposed to be managed for their wilderness 
characteristics

Associated Comments: 
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I do not feel large portions of the NCAs should be managed as if they were wilderness. [1-9]

It was agreed that there would be no more wilderness, so no lands should be administered to as wilderness. [6486-67]

Response 77: The NCA designations offer a high degree of protection for all lands within their boundaries. congres-
sional designations of the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCA's already offer adequate protection

Associated Comments: 

Manage BLM-identified wilderness-quality lands for the protection of wilderness values. [494-5]

Response 78: Alternative C is not the preferred alternative. The BLM is required to maintain an inventory of lands 
with wilderness characteristics. The BLM is not "required" to manage for the protection of lands with wilderness 
characteristics. Managing for the protection of those characteristics is a planning decision (BLM Manual 6320). It was 
determined that managing specifically for the protection of wilderness characteristics inside the NCA's was unneces-
sary as adequate protections are already in place through congressional designations and other compatible planning 
decisions.

Associated Comments: 

For the Beaver Dam and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Alternative C actively protects Lands with 
Wilderness Characteristics. These characteristics, which include size, naturalness, outstanding opportunities of soli-
tude, and outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation are critical for preserving the wilderness 
quality of the selected areas. [4685-2]

I am pleased to see Alternative C's active management to protect areas with wilderness characteristics -- once such 
characteristics are lost, they are lost forever. To retain wilderness-quality lands is vital for both the ecosystems and 
their animals and for the human psyche and spirit, [6139-2]

Manage wilderness quality lands for the protection of wilderness values as described in Table 2-30, Alt. C. [6192-4]

I also strongly support Alternative C's management prescriptions for lands with wilderness characteristics, its views-
hed designations (managing most of the NCA as VRM I), and its designation of the entire NCA as a ROW exclusion 
area. The NCA will provide an increasingly important place for animals, plants, environmental processes, and people 
as greater pressures are exerted on the land and water resources by human development and climate change, but it 
can only do this with the proactive stewardship as reflected in many of Alternative C's proposed management goals, 
objectives, and actions. [6283-12]

Wilderness i. Use plan C as a guide to protect and designate wilderness areas [6286-20]

Response 79: The NCA designations offer a high degree of protection for all lands within their boundaries. congres-
sional designations in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan in the Red 
Cliffs NCA already preclude any expansion of motorized routes

Associated Comments: 

For all lands identified by BLM as having wilderness characteristics, include management prescription to protect their 
wilderness values, and bar any expansion of off-road vehicle routes or uses within those areas. [4532-3]

Response 80: The NCA designations offer a high degree of protection for all lands within their boundaries. congres-
sional designations in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan in the Red 
Cliffs NCA already offer adequate protection for those values

Associated Comments: 

I regularly visit the Red Cliffs area, and its wilderness character should be maintained for the current and future gen-
erations. Damage to the environment from roadways, livestock, utilities, will destroy this. America needs to cherish 
its wilderness, not view them as an unfettered opportunity for industrial growth. [4664-1]

Response 81: Managing lands for wilderness characteristics would not violate OPLMA as the legislation did not 
address this issue. The BLM is required to maintain an inventory of lands with wilderness characteristics (FLPMA 
Section 201). Managing for the protection of those characteristics is a planning decision (BLM Manual 6320). It was 
determined that managing specifically for the protection of wilderness characteristics inside the NCA's was unneces-
sary as adequate protections are already in place through congressional designations and other compatible planning 
decisions.

Associated Comments: 

The goals, objectives, and management actions in the draft RMP clearly violate OPLMA by managing lands with wil-
derness characteristics as a distinct classification from other lands. [5679-115]

Response 82: Managing for lands with wilderness characteristics was not included in the preferred alternative. The 
inventory, however, will remain in place and any future management decisions would need to assess impacts to these 
characteristics under the requirements of NEPA.

Associated Comments: 

Washington County expects that the final RMP will comply with OPLMA and that no language will be carried for-
ward that proposes goals, objectives, or management actions for lands with wilderness characteristics. [5679-113]

I oppose the idea of managing large parts of these NCA's as if they were wilderness. They are not. [6156-9]

Response 83: In this instance, managing for VRM Class I offers no additional protection for lands with wilderness 
characteristics. With NCA status and ROW exclusion, there are no activities that could occur where VRM Class I 
would offer additional protection.

Associated Comments: 

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. BLM's wilderness characteristics inventory concluded that four areas within 
the RCNCA, totaling 1,586 acres, qualify as BLM lands with wilderness characteristics (LWCs). DEIS, 822. The four 
LWC units should be managed for protection of those wilderness values as set out in Alternative C. These four units 
are adjacent to the designated Red Mountain and Cottonwood Canyon Wilderness areas and should be managed con-
sistently with the two contiguous wilderness areas. Under Alternative C, the four LWCs would be managed as VRM 
Class I areas, which is also consistent with the VRM classification of the two designated wilderness areas. BLM's state-
ment that "[m]anaging as Class I offers no additional protection for lands with wilderness characteristics" is patently 
false, as VRM Class II management allows additional visual impacts over those permitted in VRM Class I areas.

[4678-21]

Response 84: Congress did not release all other lands in the county from wilderness consideration. The commenter 
also confuses conducting an inventory of wilderness characteristics with managing for wilderness characteristics. 
Under FLPMA Section 201, the BLM is required to maintain an inventory of all resources on public lands, including 
wilderness characteristics. The existing inventory was incomplete and was updated as part of this planning process. 
By conducting a thorough inventory and considering wilderness characteristics in Alternative C, the SGFO has met 
all of the policy requirements under section 201 and 202 of FLPMA. In addition, the commenter is under the false 
impression that ATV access is being taken away. Changing an OHV area designation from "Open" to "Limited" 
would not change existing access nor would it limit existing recreation opportunities. It only restricts motor vehicles 
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from driving cross-country. No roads or trails have been arbitrarily closed by this plan. Changing the OHV Area 
Designation has no relationship to the Multi Species Management Area.

Associated Comments: 

Wilderness Characteristics should not be considered in the plan. The lands bill (OPLMA P.L. 111.11) specifically 
states that all land in Washington County has been adequately studied for wilderness designation yet the preferred 
alternative would change 87,000 acres of open ATV ride area into a "Multi Species Management Area" when there are 
no known protected species present. This action effectively confiscates from the county, the largest open ride area in 
the county and the income from its public use. [5915-7]

Response 85: Congress did not release all other lands in the county from wilderness consideration. The commenter is 
confusing conducting an inventory of wilderness characteristics with managing for wilderness characteristics. Under 
FLPMA Section 201, the BLM is required to maintain an inventory of all resources on public lands, including wil-
derness characteristics. The existing inventory was incomplete and was updated as part of this planning process. By 
conducting a thorough inventory and considering wilderness characteristics in Alternative C, the SGFO has met all of 
the policy requirements under section 201 and 202 of FLPMA.

Associated Comments: 

Considering wilderness characteristics on any acreage in Washington County. Wilderness management is a direct 
violation of both the intent and the plain language of OPLMA. Congress designated wilderness in the county and 
released all other land from consideration. [5679-23]

Response 86: All undesignated acres in Washington County were not "released" in the legislation. The only re-
lease language in OPLMA was directly related to acres that were formerly Wilderness Study Areas. By conducting a 
thorough inventory and considering wilderness characteristics in Alternative C, the SGFO has met all of the policy 
requirements of section 201 and 202 of FLPMA.

Associated Comments: 

Wilderness Characteristics 137 and 255 2-30 and 2-64 This section should be deleted and not analyzed. OPLMA spe-
cifically states that all land in Washington County has been adequately studied for wilderness designation. All WSA 
were released and no longer subject to section 603 9c) for FLPMA. Although some alternatives don't call for manage-
ment based on the inventories, having wilderness management as an objective is a problem. It needs to be removed. 
[5679-159]

Delete the connotation of any management or inventory of Wilderness 613, Wilderness Characteristic lands in any 
alternatives. Characteristic 678, Congress said in OPLMA that Washington County has been Lands 703 adequately 
studied for wilderness designation. All non- designated acres were released and no longer subject to section 603 9c) 
for FLPMA. [5679-202]

Response 87: The congressional designation as a National Conservation Area accomplishes this.

Associated Comments: 

I'm in full support or maintain Red Hills NCA in as pristine condition as possible. This for the Benefit of present day 
and our future generations. [6475-2] 

Response 88: Tables 2-30 and 2-64 are correct. Summary Tables 2-35 and 2-69 are incorrect. They should read, "do 
not identify management prescriptions to specifically maintain lands with wilderness characteristics." This has been 
corrected.

Associated Comments: 

The comparative summary tables need to be modified to align with the lands with characteristics tables. As discussed 
above, Tables 2-30 and 2-64 "do not identify management prescriptions to specifically maintain lands with wilderness 
characteristics." (See Draft RMP at 137 and 255.) However, Tables 2-35 and 2-69 state that for the preferred alterna-
tive "lands with wilderness characteristics would be managed" with specific actions and that "management would pro-
vide" varying degrees of levels of protection. (See Draft RMP at 175 and 291-92.) These tables are clearly contradicto-
ry in that 2-30 and 2-64 do not identify management prescriptions but 2-35 and 2-69 do. Furthermore, the goals and 
objectives in Tables 2-30 and 2-64 do not align with the management actions. It is unclear how the goal of "managing" 
lands with wilderness will be accomplished if no management actions are identified. [5679-117]

Response 89: The assessments and studies requested by the commenter are not required at the land use planning lev-
el. The BLM will continue to gather data as the plans are implemented that will inform future land use authorizations.

Associated Comments: 

EPA recommends that the Final EIS include a ground water resource vulnerability assessment and protection strategy 
in order to assure ground water resources within the NCAs are protected from impacts due to growth or any other 
ground water impact land uses. [3925-10]

Response 90: This confuses conducting and maintaining an inventory of wilderness characteristics with managing for 
wilderness characteristics. Under FLPMA Section 201, the BLM is required to maintain an inventory of all resources 
on public lands, including wilderness characteristics. The existing inventory was incomplete and was updated as part 
of this planning process. Under Alternatives B and D, the decision was made to not manage for wilderness character-
istics. It should be noted that the NCA designation alone provides protection for wilderness characteristics.

Associated Comments: 

Lands with wilderness characteristics are addressed in four areas of Chapter 2 of the draft plan. Tables 2-30 and 2-64 
(pages 137 and 255 respectively) state as their goal the management of lands with wilderness characteristics in the 
NCAs in order to "conserve, protect, and restore those values." The tables then list four goals, including the inventory 
of lands with wilderness characteristics in the NCAs, and the conservation and restoration of "naturalness" of those 
lands. (Id.) The management actions of Alternatives B and D do not articulate what specific management steps will 
be taken to accomplish the goals and objectives. Alternative C proposes extensive restrictions including managing 
the area as a VRM Class I. The other areas where lands with wilderness characteristics are discussed are the summary 
tables T 2-35 and 2-69 (pages 175 and 291-92). These tables do specify management actions in all four alternatives for 
lands with wilderness characteristics. In the Beaver Dam Wash NCA (T 2-35) the preferred alternative would classify 
the lands with wilderness characteristics under VRM Class II, as opposed to a Class III in Alternative A and Class I in 
Alternative C. [5679-114]

Response 91: This is correct and was included as an edit. The acreage in Chapter 3 now matches Map 3-23.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 3, Section 3.17, p. 444 The discussion on what the inventory found is confusing, and seems to contradict 
Map 3-23. The text states that there are three areas with wilderness characteristics, totaling 69% of the NCA, The map 
shows only two possess these characteristics (the third, Scarecrow Peak, does not), which cover much less than 69% 
of the NCA. Please rectify this inconsistency. [5678-90]

Livestock Grazing 
Response 92: The BLM is aware that there are specific County and State plan decisions relevant to aspects of public 
land management that are discrete from, and independent of, Federal law. However, the BLM is bound by Federal 
law. The FLPMA requires that the development of an RMP for public lands must be coordinated and consistent with 
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County plans, to the maximum extent possible by law, and inconsistencies between Federal and non-Federal govern-
ment plans be resolve to the extent practical (FLPMA, Title II Sec. 202 (c)(9)). As a consequence, where State and 
local plans conflict with Federal law there will be an inconsistency that cannot be resolved or reconciled. Thus, while 
County and Federal planning processes, under FLPMA, are required to be as integrated and consistent as practical, 
the Federal agency planning process is not bound by or subject to County plans, planning processes, or planning 
stipulations. The BLM has identified these conflicts in the FEIS/Proposed RMPs/Proposed Plan Amendment (see 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS), so that the State and local governments have a complete understanding of the impacts of the 
FEIS/Proposed RMPs/Proposed Plan Amendment on State and local management options. 

Associated Comments: 

Thus, the plans must be coordinated with and be consistent with OPLMA , the Washington County Resource 
Management Plan, and all other local, county and state land use plans, rules and regulations [6486-42]

Response 93: The revision suggested by the commenter is included in the St. George Field Office RMP (1999) and 
apply to the public lands in the county outside the NCAs. There is only 1 allotment wholly within and 3 allotments 
partially within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and the suggested language is not required or necessary.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-44 Vegetation Resource Users: Livestock, Objectives 199, 2-44 Language about providing for the sustainability 
of the livestock industry and dependent communities is gone, along with language about stakeholders and public us-
ers having a meaningful voice in establishing policy. The final plan should include the existing language about sus-
tainability of the livestock industry and the voice of producers in shaping policy. [5679-172]

Response 94: The following language regarding the HCP has been added in the Proposed Red Cliffs NCA RMP/
FEIS Desert Tortoise and Lands and Realty sections respectively; "BLM will work collaboratively with local, state, and 
federal partners to accomplish the goals and the objectives of the Washington County HCP and Red Cliffs Desert 
Reserve." and "BLM will work collaboratively with local, state, and federal partners to accomplish the goals and the 
objectives of the Washington County HCP and its implementation agreement."

Associated Comments: 

Eliminating language committing the BLM to acquire private and school trust lands in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve 
primarily through exchange. The draft RMP also fails to prioritize the private and school trust lands in the Red Cliffs 
Desert Reserve over private lands outside of the Reserve. [5679-26]

Response 95: Each of the points raised in this comment are already addressed in the Draft RMPs for the NCAs. 
Chapter 1, on page 20, describes BLM Manual 6220 and summarizes specific land use allocations that should be 
avoided in NCAs and Monuments. This chapter also identifies the Purpose, Significance, and Mission Statements of 
each NCA. Chapter 2 contains the Alternative Tables that identify measureable goals and objective, and management 
actions for resource values and land uses.

Associated Comments: 

I am strongly opposed to the RMP that the BLM has developed. As a citizen and land owner, we have been farming 
on the Beaver Dam Wash area and we also have cattle permits that we use and these two issues alone, make us pro-
ductive and active uses of the earth and its recourses. The future would be greatly changed if this RMP is enacted and 
our productivity in the future, not only for me but for coming generations, would be impacted in a negative way. It 
may be easy for individuals living in the city to support this RMP because if enacted, it most likely will not negatively 
impact them or their future, but for me and those who have been cooperating with the BLM and the land uses in the 
past, the passage and enactment of the RMP will be very detrimental to our agriculture uses [4701-2]

Bottom of page 290 under - Heritage Resources - Alternative D States: "Alternative D would manage the two des-
ignated wilderness and the remainder of the NCA, outside of designated corridors as a ROW Exclusion area. Two 
existing designated corridors would be retained and new corridor, totaling 6,350 acres in size designated to accom-
modate new utilities and the "northern transportation route" highway. New ROW developments could impact an 
unknown number of NRHP-eligible heritage resources with the three designated corridors. This is a typical insert 
into Alternative D that occurs in many locations throughout the Alternative Table. It uses the word "could" a lot but 
doesn't provide any scientific references to document the why? Also, again, refers to a large 6350 acre new corridor 
that contains the northern transportation route instead of evaluating the route on its own merits. The key word is 
"could", so maybe it might say "could not" with the same amount of validity. Seems like they use the word "would" 
when they mean it. So what does could mean? Scientific? I think not. [5673-5]

Response 96: The recommendation made in the comment is covered in the livestock grazing section.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-23, p. 110 Should also include the decision on not allowing a change in 
class of livestock here (not just in the livestock grazing section, page 80), since that is very important to protect the 
health of bighorn sheep. [5678-17]

Response 97: Livestock grazing on BLM lands in Utah is guided by the Taylor Grazing Act, FLPMA, the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act, the grazing regulations codified in 43 CFR part 4100, Utah Standards for Rangeland 
Health and Guidelines for Grazing Management (Appendix D of the DEIS), and in the case of the Beaver Dam 
Wash NCA OPLMA section 1975 (e) (4) which states that; “GRAZING.—The grazing of livestock in the National 
Conservation Area, where established before the date of enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue—(A) 
subject to—(i) such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and (ii) ap-
plicable law (including regulations); and (B) in a manner consistent with the purpose described in subsection (a).”

Subsection (a) states that; “PURPOSE: The purpose of this section is to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit 
and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, nat-
ural, educational, and scientific resources of the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area." OPLMA specifically 
provides for continued livestock grazing, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and in a manner that is 
consistent with the conservation purpose for which Congress designated the NCA. In the DEIS, the BLM analyzed a 
reasonable range of alternatives consistent with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) to address livestock grazing in the 
Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The Proposed RMP has been developed to comply with OPLMA's mandates regarding the 
continuation of livestock grazing in the NCA. Livestock grazing will continue to be authorized through federal graz-
ing permits and managed in compliance with Allotment Management Plans. Land health assessments will continue to 
be conducted on a regular basis to ensure that Utah Standards and Guides are being met and that livestock grazing is 
conducted in a manner that is consistent with the purpose of the NCA. Grazing permit renewals will be subject to a 
NEPA process that includes public involvement.

Associated Comments: 

Restrictions on grazing should be done based on scientific, on the ground evidence and adjusted seasonally. [1-5]

The unjustified restrictions on grazing that will directly harm area ranchers. [125-3]

Grazing when properly applied can be an excellent way to control fuels that cause wildfires. In fact, grasses are 
healthier when trimmed. Use good range science. [416-2]

Remove livestock grazing and associated infrastructure from the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. [494-8]

Remove livestock grazing and associated infrastructure from the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The history of severe im-
pacts of livestock grazing on public lands is well documented and should be minimized in the future. [497-3]
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To take away grazing could contribute to an increase in fire hazards [2822-2]

Our cattle operation has been operating quite successfully with BLM management in the St George office and I op-
pose the massive and cumbersome changes from the BLM draft management plan. Please reconsider and align much 
better with existing programs. A much better choice to draft management plan is to release ownership and manage-
ment to the states and individuals where it truly belongs. [3003-1]

These grazing rights you are trying to get reduced and cancelled belong to some of my family and are very important 
to us, our culture and our way of life. Grazing has already been reduced and should remain the same or more AUMS 
given as the lands are improved, not taken away. [3431-1]

Farmers and ranchers that are local and they deserve the grazing rifts along with that fact that this will affect our 
water cost and taxes. [3447-1]

These grazing rights you are trying to get reduced and cancelled belong to my family and are very important to me 
and my family and our culture and way of life. Grazing has already been reduced and should not be reduced again. 
[3488-1]

Where are we going to run our cows?!? We have run our cows on that land for years! Who cares about saving some 
turtle! I sure don''t! The cows that run on that land are what put food on our table!! [3497-2]

When grazing is reduced by 40% will be the economic undoing of ranchers in this area. These ranchers cannot grow 
enough feed to replace the winter range in the Beaver Dam Wash areas proposed future restrictions. [3489-1]

The plan severely cuts grazing on the lands without providing supporting data and analysis. [3787-4]

Since wild fire in dry grasses is a major threat to the Desert Tortoise and since livestock grazing is the most cost effec-
tive and efficient means of fuel management, I firmly oppose any reduction in grazing allotments. [3909-1]

The most recent monitoring report from the Desert Tortoise Recovery Office finds that Mojave desert tortoise popu-
lations declined 32% between 2004 and 2014 across the range (USFWS, 20151). Declines in the Beaver Dam Slope 
tortoise population were first recognized decades ago and this population was the first desert tortoise population to 
be listed under the Endangered Species Act some 35 years ago. The Mojave desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) is 
threatened by livestock grazing and associated activities due to trampling and collisions, loss of cover sites, direct take 
of tortoises and their eggs by livestock trampling, consumption or removal of forage, soil disturbance, soil compac-
tion, localized changes in hydrology, outright degradation of habitat around livestock developments such as troughs, 
corrals, and fencing, spread of invasive plants and weeds, and increased fire risks (USFWS 19942; Brooks et al., 20063; 
USFWS 20084; Berry et al., 20135; Berry et al., 20146). There is specific evidence for direct and indirect cattle tram-
pling impacts to desert tortoises and their burrows on the Beaver Dam Slope in the BLM files (eg. Coffeen, 19907). 
[3928-5]

Under the preferred alternative for the Beaver Dam Slope, for livestock grazing "Permitted use would be reduced to 
the average of 20 years of actual use; 1,861 initial AUMs of livestock forage would be provided under this alternative." 
DEIS at 648. The allotments would also be available for voluntary relinquishment. Ending livestock grazing would 
clearly benefit desert tortoises since it would eliminate all the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of livestock 
grazing on the tortoises and their habitat mentioned above. Unfortunately, the DEIS contains little actual data or 
cogent analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of livestock grazing on desert tortoises and other spe-
cial status animals and their habitats and ecology. This makes it difficult to understand why the BLM believes that its 
Preferred Alternative will actually increase the amount of forage that would be available for desert tortoise and special 
status species or reduce direct impacts, such as collapse of dens, injuries, or mortalities. Setting authorized AUMs to 
the average actual use over the last 20 years is not a reduction in grazing at all but simply a trimming down of bloated 
paper AUMS. [3928-6]

According to the DEIS at 657-658: Alternative B would continue to make public lands available for grazing in the 
four allotments that overlap the NCA, but provide an initial 1,861 AUMs of livestock forage through a reduction in 
permitted use. Utilization levels of current year's plant growth would be established at 40%, a reduction from the cur-
rent levels. The seasons of use would be the same as those identified under Alternative A. This alternative would likely 
increase the amount of forage that would be available for desert tortoise and special status species and reduce the 

potential for direct impacts, such as collapse of dens, injuries, or mortalities. Each cattle AUM requires 800 pounds 
of forage and by eliminating 3,099 AUMs (current permitted level), as much as 2.5 million pounds of forage could be 
available for use by special status species and other wildlife. The BLM needs to explain how "This alternative would 
likely increase the amount of forage that would be available for desert tortoise and special status species and reduce 
the potential for direct impacts, such as collapse of dens, injuries, or mortalities." Since the number of cows will not 
decrease while will trampling decrease? Why will more forage be available? Perhaps the BLM is expecting primary 
productivity to increase in the near future? If so, that expectation would run counter to the expected decreases in 
productivity due to climate change. The Preferred Alternative should be modified to make a meaningful reduction 
in actual livestock use to at least 50%. This would improve habitat conditions, increase available forage, protect the 
important shrub component of the habitat, reduce trampling risks, reduce impacts to soil crusts and desert tortoise 
cover sites, reduce invasive species spread, and allow developed waters that facilitate tortoise predators such as com-
mon ravens to be undeveloped. [3928-8]

End livestock grazing within Beaver Dam Wash NCA. Include a schedule for removing fencing and other livestock-
related installations, as a means of removing impediments to the free movement of ungulates within the NCA. No 
doubt volunteer conservation groups can help with the removal work, as they have in Nevada and Oregon. (For 
further information consult the Friends of Nevada Wilderness, based in Reno, and the Oregon Natural Desert 
Association, based in Bend. Both have worked well with BLM and the Fish & Wildlife Service in removing obsolete 
livestock installations.) [4532-5]

Remove livestock grazing and associated infrastructure from the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. Native animal species and 
native species that have been pushed out should be supported when in place and reintroducers if they were full klled 
off early. [4577-3]

Remove livestock grazing and associated infrastructure from the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. Livestock were not indig-
enous creatures. Remove them. Let the native species thrive. [4628-3]

Remove livestock grazing and associated infrastructure from the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. [4657-11]

Reducing grazing either through reduction of available forage for grazing animals or through reduction of stocking 
rates. My friends and neighbors depend on cattle grazing to feed their families. I am opposed to any more manage-
ment decisions that reduce the ability of locals to make a living on the land. I see no evidence in the draft RMP that 
the range is in poor or deteriorating condition. Cattle grazers in this area have been good stewards of the resources 
and should be allowed to continue to be good stewards. [4675-5]

Management stipulations in alternative B will reduce utilization to 40%. What is hoped to be accomplished with this? 
What is the justification to leave over half of dried forage standing during and in the dormant season? Where is the 
science to show harm to the vegetation by normal grazing during this season? To lower the utilization level to 40% 
when you have already taken 40% of the active use off of the allotments is arbitrary and cannot stand the scrutiny of 
real science. How will this action protect the environment from catastrophic fire? Livestock grazing is one of the few 
effective tools to reduce the risk of fire and to remove this type of fuel load. Reducing the active level of AUM's and 
the utilization levels will effectively hamstrung good range management taking any flexibility from local managers. 
These management actions are adverse to BLM and range management directives and further contravene by prescrip-
tion the purpose of NCA's. Moreover it makes the historic occupational use of public lands grazing into a hobby. 
[4677-7]

BLM's conservative grazing management program is designed to restore ranges degraded by years of overuse by live-
stock. Restoring the range is beneficial to some wildlife, bighorn for instance, but it is detrimental to tortoises. Like 
jackrabbits and mule deer, desert tortoises thrive on deteriorated range lands. Declining numbers of desert tortoises 
since the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 is a direct result of decreased livestock grazing and improved range conditions. 
[4677-18]

BLM should also consider and analyze the permanent removal of livestock grazing as a valid treatment method as 
part of any proposed vegetation treatment project. [4678-2]
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Vegetation Resource Uses BDWNCA I also urge you to adopt alternative C to ensure that important Mojave Desert 
tortoise habitat and other ecological values for which the NCA was designated are conserved. Given the transforma-
tive potential of fire and non-native grasses, climate change projections for the southwestern US that suggest in-
creased duration and severity of drought (Overpeck et al. , and the potential for livestock removal to benefit tortoise 
habitat in desert washes (Provencher et al. 2011), it is clear that livestock grazing is not a sustainable land use in this 
area. [4682-5]

I feel that those permittees who are good stewards of the resources of the BLM lands should not be punished by 
reducing the available AUM’s. There have been agreements made before that there would be no more reductions, but 
the BLM seems to com back with more reductions. [4693-3]

I'm writing an objection to the new conservation management plan for the Beaver Dam National Conservation Area 
in a study done by the Kharkov institute of environmental science, the grazing of livestock along river banks, Stream 
sides and water runoff areas strengthen root base of vegetation which held soils in place 72% better than ungrazed 
Areas. Also in the study pollutant in water due to forest?res was reduced by 62.3% in grazed areas versus ungrazed 
areas. [4695-1]

Table 2-11 vegetation resource use: livestock grazing only authorized the development of new range developments 
Wendy's would further the purpose of the NCAA and benefit diverse resource values wildlife recreational use. This 
does not allow for projects that benefit livestock management. Is your goal to get rid of livestock grazing altogether? 
[4695-5]

As a Citizen of Washington county and as one concerned for the future of this area, I ask you to not enact this pro-
posed program but to continue to work with the land owners and livestock producers to manage the BLM lands in a 
way that cooperates with each other and does not diminish the rights of those of us using these lands. [4701-1]

I am strongly opposed to the RMP that the BLM has developed. As a citizen and land owner, we have been farming 
on the Beaver Dam Wash area and we also have cattle permits that we use and these two issues alone, make us pro-
ductive and active uses of the earth and its recourses. The future would be greatly changed if this RMP is enacted and 
our productivity in the future, not only for me but for coming generations, would be impacted in a negative way. It 
may be easy for individuals living in the city to support this RMP because if enacted, it most likely will not negatively 
impact them or their future, but for me and those who have been cooperating with the BLM and the land uses in the 
past, the passage and enactment of the RMP will be very detrimental to our agriculture uses [4701-2]

I oppose new restriction on cattle grazing in any of the alternatives. This area has been used properly for many gen-
erations. Cattle grazing is a cost-effective way to reduce wildfire danger while making a positive contribution to our 
food supply and local economy and employment. [4704-9]

As I understand the proposed RMP, the grazing permits for cattle on BLM ground would be reduced to an average 
of the last 15-20 years. If this is enacted, this would unfairly impact the owners of the DI ranch, of which I am one, 
located in the Beaver Dam Wash area. Less that 10 years ago, there was a fire that involved both our summer range 
and a year later, our winter range burned. Because of these fires, the BLM required us to remove all of the cattle for 
3 years in both the summer and winter range, which we did and we were willing to cooperate with this requirement. 
So during this 3 year period, we did not use our grazing permits, the numbers were 0 for these 3 years. If the RMP 
is enacted, we would unfairly be affected as to the grazing permits because the lack of use of the permits for these 3 
years would greatly reduce the average use of these permits and severely diminish the number of permits we would be 
allowed under the RMP proposal. I strongly oppose the enactment of the RMP and it's proposed rules. [4707-1]

Alternative A is the only viable alternative regarding grazing in the Beaver Darn Wash NCA. OPLMA presumes that 
grazing will continue in the same manner unless there is a sound reason to make a change. No science is referenced in 
the draft RMPs that would justify a reduction of utilization rates or animal unit months or the retirement of permits. 
Additionally, current practices conform to all applicable federal rules and the tortoise recovery plan; however the 
proposed changes violate state law, county policy, and the agreement that led the passage of OPLMA. [5679-71]

The county is opposed to both the reduction in grazing and the perverse incentive created by this new regulation. 
Stocking rates should be based on range science rather than on arbitrary numbers aimed at slowly eliminating live-
stock use. [5679-74]

Livestock Grazing 80 and 199. 2-1 1 Include Objectives language from Alternative A in Alternatives B, C, and D that 
references ensuring public land users have a meaningful voice in policy and providing for the sustainability of the 
western livestock industry and the communities that are dependent upon productive, healthy rangelands. [5679-141]

I am in favor of maintaining grazing allotments. Even something as small as a hoof print can serve to provide a habi-
tat for germinating and regenerating plants. However, I think that the ranchers should pay a (close to) private land 
going rate for their use of the land and if they are using the land they should pay their fees. [5680-6]

I believe that in some areas of special concern where the grazing animals are a threat to endangered or threatened 
species, both plant and animal and to riparian areas, the AUM's should perhaps be reduced and/or fencing should be 
used to restrict livestock access. [5680-7]

Although there will be economic impacts from eliminating grazing, the RMP notes, "Given the low number of AUMs 
available in the NCA compared to the AUMs utilized by a typical livestock operation, and the fact that use of these 
AUMs is split between several operators, it is unlikely that the loss of access to all AUMs in the NCA would lead 
to this result" (to a livestock operator having to go out of business, leading to greater economic impact) (p. 734). 
[5896-19]

Any grazing that continues must be subject to mandatory terms and conditions that limit both herbivory and tram-
pling impacts. [5897-5]

Livestock facilities and water hauling have serious adverse effects to soils, vegetation, watersheds and habitats for na-
tive biota. Rolling back the livestock facility footprint must also take pace. [5897-6]

Throughout the DEIS analyses addressing grazed lands, BLM fails to take a candid and hard look at the adverse ef-
fects of grazing on soils, microbiotic crusts, native vegetation, and habitats and populations of important biota. BLM 
must find that grazing in these arid weed-prone lands is not sustainable, and its adverse impacts cannot be effectively 
mitigated. Nor can the impacts of grazing impairment be effectively restored. It is not a sustainable use in such arid 
lands. See Fleischner (1994), Belsky and Gelbard (2000), Beschta et al. 2012, 2014. The discussions and evaluations of 
the alternatives that perpetuate unsustainable grazing use in the DEIS do not reflect the ecological realities of 2015. 
[5897-13]

BLM regulations only allow for grazing reductions based on science that shows poor range conditions or a downward 
trend in range conditions that will result in poor conditions over time. In this case, the BLM included no such science 
in the draft RMP. The Beaver Dam Slope has two range exclosures that have been in place since 1956. A comparison 
of range conditions inside the exclosures, where no grazing has taken place for nearly sixty years, to the outside area 
that has been managed for grazing would provide scientific evidence of the effects of current grazing practices. Range 
condition studies conducted by BLM range conservationists would also provide scientific basis for management deci-
sions, but no studies were included in the draft RMP. Without any sound science, the decision to reduce grazing looks 
arbitrary. Washington County is opposed to arbitrary resource management that will have a negative effect on the 
economy of the county. [5900-16]

Reducing available AUMs to the 20 year average of actual use rather than keeping AUMs at the allowable level further 
reduces grazing and also punishes those permittees who have tried to be good stewards of the resources they depend 
on for their living. Management practices, like seeding require ranchers to keep their cattle off of the allotment for 
two full growing seasons. A stocking rate of zero for two years drastically reduces an average stocking rate, but sound 
management should be encouraged, not used to reduce grazing. Also, because the allotments on the Beaver Dam 
Slope are winter ranges, many operators do not turn out their full numbers as soon as they are allowed out on the 
range. Cattle are fed and worked at home and slowly turned out so that by the end of the season, allotments are being 
used at full numbers. Average use numbers don't capture that reality. The county is opposed to both the reduction in 
grazing and the perverse incentive created by this new regulation. Instead of imposing arbitrary reductions-stocking 
rates should be based on range science and not an actual use. [5900-18]
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Inasmuch as Ivins City is vulnerable to range fire the question also arises as to the impact of increased fuel due to re-
duced grazing on the severity of lightening caused wild land fires. For these reasons Ivins City objects to the changes 
in grazing policy proposed in the Draft RMP. [5901-7]

My only exception to Alternate/Option C would be to maybe take another look at, perhaps, allowing some of the 
existing, long term grazing rights for the purpose of fire suppression. [5902-3]

Although my preferred alternative is Alternative C because of the protections it provides for our NCAs, I understand 
that the BLM is not held to all recommendations under any one alternative provided in the RMP. Because of this, 
Alternative B, when it comes to grazing, may be effective. Any reduction of grazing in the NCA will be an improve-
ment in soil conditions and available forage for the protected species. I do not want to run ranchers out of business, 
but as noted in my introductory comments, adjustments will be needed by all to make the NCA work successfully 
and particularly to protect soils critical to runoff prevention. [5903-17]

It is our understanding that the Washington County Commission has requested that there be no livestock grazing 
reductions through the RMP process. We at UCA support the request that livestock grazing permits receive no arbi-
trary reductions through the RMP process. [5909-3]

It is BLM agency regulation to allow permanent grazing reductions only when science shows that downward trends 
result in reduced rangeland conditions persisting over time. The RMP draft shows no documentation or evidence that 
livestock grazing has resulted in a downward trend of rangeland conditions. [5909-4]

Reducing grazing either through reduction of available forage for grazing animals or through reduction of stocking 
rates. Many people in Washington County depend on cattle grazing to feed their families. I am opposed to any more 
management decisions that reduce the ability of locals to make a living on the land. I see no evidence in the draft 
RMP that the range is in poor or deteriorating condition. Cattle grazers in this area have been good stewards of the 
resources and should be allowed to continue to be good stewards. However, grazing should continue to be addressed 
for desert tortoise habitats throughout the NCAs. The Mojave Desert tortoise recovery plan (USFWS 2011) does not 
include livestock utilization levels because, to date, there is no evidence that grazing is compatible with desert tortoise 
recovery. Therefore, we recommend that grazing only be authorized in desert tortoise critical habitat if it is specifi-
cally accompanied by scientific evaluations of grazing treatments versus tortoise behavior (e.g., adult behavior and 
survival, but especially juvenile behavior, growth, and survival), monitoring, and adaptive management plans. An 
exception is that targeted grazing within designated highway right-of-ways has already been approved by the desert 
tortoise HCP committees and is therefore appropriate to continue. potential explosion of noxious weeds and unde-
sirable plant species. There is abundant research and knowledge to support the concept that livestock grazing is a 
successful tool in reducing the frequency and severity of wildland fires. It seems counterproductive to the object of 
reducing wildfires to arbitrarily remove livestock grazing from the allotments. Livestock grazing is an economical and 
safe way for the BLM to manage potential ground fuels that would result in wildfire damage to the land. [5909-5]

Because of the risk of wildfire and noxious weed expansion, the BLM should be considering more flexibility in graz-
ing management to take advantage of that resource to reduce the risks of fires and weeds. [5909-6]

We feel strongly that the draft RMP is a calculated attempt by the BLM to go around the collaborative agreement 
process that has been in place with the local government for coordinated land use management planning. We demand 
that the BLM adhere to previous land use management agreements. [5909-9]

UCA is opposed to any reduction in livestock grazing either through permit reduction or by reduction of time or 
utilization without scientific documentation to prove that such action would be necessary. [5909-10]

The Friends of the Arizona strip oppose the grazing reductions being proposed by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) for the following reasons. 1. Existing regulations for grazing reductions require, that the bureau only reduce 
grazing based on hard scientific evidence that a tract of land is over grazed or is adversely affected in an identifiable 
data based study. 2. Within the area managed by the BLM, there are two tracts that provide the opportunity for a sci-
ence based comparison of grazed vs. non grazed areas. This comparative area has been in existence since 1956. That's 
nearly 60 years. To date, no comparative study has been done to determine the benefit or adverse effect of cattle graz-
ing on the land. 3. No clear criteria are published to justify the need to remove 40 percent of the land from grazing 

use. 4. No benefits have been stated that can be backed by any science relative to the Arizona Strip have been pro-
duced. 5. Assumptions of other grazing areas do not apply to the Arizona strip. Any data must be specific and unique 
to the effects of grazing on the land "in or on the Arizona Strip". [5911-1]

As Friends of the Arizona Strip, we flatly reject any proposal that reduces the grazing permits issued to ranchers and 
communities. The proposed 40 percent reduction provides no justification for why this needs to be done, let alone, 
the data based science required by statute. [5911-2]

Keep in mind the fact that the best and perhaps the only tool the managing agency has to manipulate and reduce fire 
fuels is the presence of livestock. This area has recently been subjected to massive wild fires potentially as a result of 
failure to utilize this resource. [5912-3]

It plainly states in OPLMA that, " The grazing of livestock in the National Conservation Area, where established be-
fore the date of enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue--subject to such reasonable regulations, policies, 
and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and applicable in law. Alternative A is the only alternative that 
fully meets congressional intent. Yet the other alternatives, (B, C, and D) would retire grazing permits on some of the 
allotments in the NCA over the life of the RMP. [5915-3]

Reducing the active level of AUM's and the utilization levels will effectively hamstrung good range management tak-
ing any flexibility from local managers. These management actions are adverse to BLM and range management direc-
tives and further contravene by prescription the purpose of these NCA's. Moreover it makes the historic occupational 
use of public lands grazing in southern Utah into a hobby. [5915-5]

I understand that the BLM is not held to all recommendations under any one alternative provided in the RMP. 
Because of this, Alternative B, when it comes to grazing, may be effective. Any reduction of grazing in the NCA will 
be an improvement in soil conditions and available forage for the protected species. I do not want to run ranchers out 
of business, but adjustments will be needed by all to make the NCA work successfully and particularly to protect soils 
critical to runoff prevention. Grazing, management of vegetation and fire management are all intertwined and all af-
fect our water resources. [5923-9]

I find several glaring concerns with the current draft including extreme restriction on the grazing in the area. This 
land has been effectively used for grazing for many years. The ranchers involved are experts in resource management, 
and the proposed restriction will have a negative effect in their efforts. In dry years when the feed is limited, they are 
smart enough to limit the number of cattle they put on the land, but if that effects the number of cows allowed in the 
following year which might be wetter, they may be forced to overgraze to retain their allotment in the future. [5925-2]

I feel experienced ranchers should be included in future discussions regarding area conservation. [5925-3]

AUMs: We highly commend the BLM for reducing AUMs in the preferred alternative to an amount more congruent 
with average actual use instead of allowing wildly inflated amount of "paper AUMs" to remain on the books (Draft at 
81). However, it's important to recognize that even reported actual use sometimes is higher than what actually was 
used. By over-reporting grazing use, the permittee can keep his total preference artificially high. If this is the case, 
even using reported actual use as a basis for calculating AUMs might be too high. In addition, the implicit assump-
tion here is that AUMs used in a given year reflects available forage for that year. Since annual precipitation levels 
and consequent forage amounts vary widely from year to year, using the average will result in an overestimation of 
available forage for most years. (The median of actual use over twenty years would be a better estimate of how many 
AUMs are likely to be available in any single year.) 

However, clip and weigh studies are the only way to accurately determine how many AUMs are actually available. The 
forage capacity estimates in most field offices are decades old. Because long-term climate trends have reduced veg-
etation production, relying on these old results can result in overestimates of forage and overstocking of rangeland. 
Without hard data it is impossible to accurately assess the effects of livestock management actions, and it's hard for 
the BLM to establish credibility regarding forage capacity in the planning area. For these reasons, a clip and weigh 
project should be conducted prior to issuing the EIS. Assessments of forage production should distinguish between 
exotic and native vegetation production and between species considered forage and those not considered forage. 
Canyons of the Ancients National Monument, another BLM NLCS unit, conducted a clip-and-weigh analysis in 2001 
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and intends to do it again in 2016 in preparing an EA to renew livestock grazing. We recommend the St. George Field 
Office follow suit. [5928-19]

The document justifies grazing in tortoise habitat by restricting it to November through March, when tortoises are 
supposedly hibernating. However, research shows that tortoises get up and wander about throughout the winter when 
temperatures warm up, which they are more likely to do as climate change progresses. Also, burrows with hibernat-
ing tortoises are still subject to trampling under winter livestock use. Competition for forage and risk of trampling by 
livestock are still threats to tortoises in the winter season [5928-21]

The Beaver Dam Slope, Castle Cliffs, and Cedar pockets allotments are grazed from October/November to May 
31 (Draft at 380-386). Some portion of these allotments is grazed every year in spring, the most vulnerable time. 
Increasing temperatures and drought are putting additional stress on vegetation production, and forage species for 
desert tortoises are declining. BLM recognizes this problem and recommends a revision of the Beaver Dam Slope 
allotment AMP to reflect these changing conditions (Draft at 381). Given that the AMP is from 1987 and conditions 
on the allotment have changed dramatically in ways that endanger desert tortoise, the BLM should use the occasion 
of this RMP to reallocate more AUMs in all these allotments to conservation, particularly since they are in the "I" 
category (Draft at 380). [5928-22]

Invasive Species: Castle Cliffs allotment in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA has burned repeatedly and now is mostly 
invasive annuals (Draft at 383). Restoration of native vegetation should take priority over grazing on this allotment. 
Active restoration activities are not likely to succeed, but passive restoration might be attempted. The lower levels of 
surface disturbance associated with this method would be appropriate to avoid creating more bare soil for invasive 
annuals. Again, the allotment is grazed from Nov 16 to May 31, which includes the growing season. The season of 
use, combined with high utilization, makes vegetative recovery even more difficult. [5928-23]

Livestock grazing was not a value for which the NCA was designated. [5928-29]

On page 609, the draft details the impacts of livestock grazing. It describes ways to mitigate these impacts, but it's 
clear that the best way to minimize the impacts of grazing is not to graze. Increasing temperatures, combined with 
lower summer rainfall and variability in seasonal precipitation, is expected to continue as global climate warms. 
Populations of many plants and animals, including rare species on the Monument, will be negatively affected. Again, 
it would seem counterproductive then to place further stress on Monument resources by reinstating livestock graz-
ing. Given that most of the St George F.O. is open to grazing, and the fact that management methods designed to 
minimize impacts are imperfect (permittees often trespass, cattle break down fences, recreationists leave gates open), 
the safest way to safeguard the values for which the NCA was protected (which do not include livestock grazing) is to 
eliminate it. [5928-31]

We disagree with the projected reduction in authorized grazing use under the preferred alternative, Alternative B. 
The reduction from 3,099 AUMs to 1,861 AUMs appears absolutely unwarranted. The data in Chapter 3, indicates the 
population of desert tortoise is stable at worst, and actually increasing. It would thus appear from BLM's own data 
that reductions in domestic livestock permitted use is unwarranted. We urge that Alternative B's management action 
be reconsidered and revised. As a minimum we would advise the Alternative B grazing be at the current level, 3,099 
AUMs. [5929-3]

Of parallel concern is the effect of grazing reductions, or elimination as contemplated in Alternative C. The facts are 
that the vegetation composition has changed over the past decades and annual grasses have become a major compo-
nent of the understory. The annualgrass situation, dominated by red brome (Bromus rubens), has been exacerbated 
by the catastrophic fires in the region in 2005 and 2006. It does not appear that BLM has considered livestock as a 
fuels management tool, as well as a management tool to reduce this competitive annual grass. [5929-4]

Alternative D action, which maximizes human and economic uses. Perhaps under this alternative managed livestock 
on the range might be increased under a carefully managed rest-rotation grazing system which could restore all or 
part of spring grazing. This would have the benefit of controlling annual grasses when they are growing and produc-
ing seed, as well as being formulated in a prescription to foster increases in desirable species. A system of this sort 
was tried briefly on the Arizona side of Beaver Dam Slope, but had to be stopped when the recommended restrictions 

ofthe 1994 Recovery Plan were applied by BLM. I believe it still is a viable and scientifically sound tool for fostering 
improved range and habitat conditions while using livestock as a tool and not as a perceived stressor. Even the current 
(2011) Recovery Plan is flexible enough to permit pilot land management programs aimed at habitat restoration, of 
which a case can be made that this would have positive change in vegetation composition as a goal. [5929-5]

One of the fallacies of restricting livestock uses on ranges on which the understory has become dominated by annual 
grasses is that removal of the livestock will reduce the competition between the exotic annuals and native species 
of grasses and forbs. Such changes will require intervention with selective herbicides, special grazing management 
prescriptions or other methods which the Draft RMPs do not contemplate. Evidence of the lack of effect of grazing 
removal are the exclosures in the area which have excluded grazing for over 50 and perhaps 60 years. While it has 
been several years since I have looked,I have personally made assessments on these and noted no difference in plant 
compositions within and without the exclosures. [5929-6]

The unjustified restrictions on grazing for ranchers. Not sure where the common sense is in this. People do live on 
this earth and we can co habitat with the earth and take care of it but not at the expense of each other. Studies have 
shown that ranchers take care of land better than government. Common sense says that If they didn't then their cattle 
would die. Please reconsider these restrictions. [6033-2]

Cows should be allowed to range, on a limited basis, within low numbers only if they do not damage the range and 
contribute to erosion or grass depletion in some areas under BLM juristiction, but not in a national Conservation 
Area. [6053-3]

I oppose any further actions in the Beaver Damn Wash (NCA) area by the BLM's RMP Plans. [6073-2]

Regarding the Beaver Dam Wash NCA RMP, with the purposes defined for the NCA above, and the direction provid-
ed by the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, I strongly support the discontinuation of grazing as proposed in Alternative 
C. Grazing takes its toll on this fragile desert environment, causing increased erosion, diminishment of vegetation, 
water quality and stream stabilization issues, and degradation of critical tortoise habitat. [6092-4]

We would like grazing permits limited with an emphasis on conservation. [6123-2]

I strongly oppose continued grazing in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. From my own experience in the lower Beaver 
Dam Slope area, I've seen how hard cows are on the fragile, arid desert environment and how they detract from hik-
ing and other passive recreation. Grazing is not a good fit for this NCA. [6139-1]

I support area ranchers and do not want to have any new regulations that would further harm them. [6156-4]

WELFARE CATTLE GRAZING- cut the lies -cattle destroy EVERYTHING & do not belong on our Public lands. 
[6186-7]

I prefer alternate C for the management plan for these two areas. I am for this plan because it eliminates grazing on 
Beaver Dam W ash. Livestock are totally incompatible with a special area like this. They completely trash riparian 
areas and trample beneficial grasses, and wildflower areas ,and greatly and detrimentally affect available wildlife graz-
ing. [6211-1]

I feel that cattle grazing should be cut back to a sustainable amount of usage. [6226-2]

Specifically I oppose: 1. further restrictions on grazing in these areas; [6251-1]

As for restricting the grazing, I feel that, too, is a mistake. The cattle or sheep are a very important tool in fighting 
wildfires. Grazing permits not only pay for the animal’s food, but the permit owners are a valuable source of knowl-
edge for that area. They are not going to destroy anything out there, and they also help you know what is happening 
there. [6265-6]

Given the purposes defined for the NCA by the OPLMA (see above), and the direction provided by the Desert 
Tortoise Recovery Plan, I strongly support the discontinuation of grazing as proposed in Alternative C. Grazing takes 
its toll on this fragile desert environment, causing increased erosion, diminishment of vegetation, water quality and 
stream stabilization issues, and degradation of critical tortoise habitat. [6283-8]
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Livestock Grazing i. End all livestock grazing within the conservation area and shift to other BLM locations. So in es-
sence plan C for cattle grazing. [6286-7]

Riparian areas i. They should in particular have extra care and NO grazing as cattle tend to congregate where the 
water and as such degrade the integrity of the bank system which permanently alters the morphology of the riparian 
area in question. [6286-4]

This letter is sent in response to the BLM RMP by Dennis Frei one of the grazing primitees on the Beaver Dam Slope. 
With the many years ( before the beginning of BLM) my family has been involved in grazing on the Beaver Dam 
Slope it seems that dealing with the BLM and their plans for range managment always includes a cut of grazing to 
meet their standards for managment of the range. How do they come up with these standards? Are there study plots 
sectioned off for comparsion of the grazed areas to the ungrazed areas? Can they produce such data from the begin-
ning of their existence or do they arbitrarily pick some number of cut that they think will improve the range? If there 
is such data can they please make it available for us to see the decline in folage or other concerns backed by this data 
to support the cuts they make. Because there are test plots in my Utah alotment and the BLM has never maintained 
the fences around the plots I find it hard to believe they have any information of any subsitive value in my Utah alot-
ment. The test plots in my Arizona alotment are intact. Please provide information on the number of times these were 
checked and the results they found before grazing and after the cattle were removed at the end of the grazing season 
to show the decline of the range to justify what this RMP suggests. If you have no information how can you suggest 
that a 40% cut or the removal of cattle completely would improve the range if you have no data to indicate that these 
step are necessary to make the improvement? It was suggested that theses cuts are based on actual use numbers. This 
could not be a possible consideration from the BLM?? as we primitees have taken cut to our numbers because of 
drought conditions, these cuts were imposed by the BLM many times over the past 20 years because of the drought 
conditions. If we would have known that the actual use numbers and the somewhat voluntary cuts because of drought 
was going to come back as SCIENTIFIC DATA for the BLM to mange the range we would have never agreed to the 
proposals and cuts at the time they were proposed! With each change of BLM managment the old agreements seem 
to be lost and new conditions are imposed on us. Is there no intregrity in the BLM to adhere to the agreement made 
previously? The past agreement just a few years back in 2009 was agreed on by all parties and now here we are a few 
years later addressing the same issue with new personal. [6291-1]

I would suggest that a properly manged range would include the best grazing practices to minimize the amount of 
cheat grass and other invasive plants to the range. This can only be accomplished by grazing and nothing the BLM 
could do without grazing to control them! [6291-2]

I suggest the first alternative of NO CUTS on grazing that it remain at the current numbers and no cuts are imple-
mented! [6291-5]

It seems inconsistent on the law and science for BLM Utah to be considering continuing livestock grazing as a known 
threat to tortoises in a NCA with a higher statutory conservation purpose than normal multiple use BLM lands when 
BLM Nevada has already phased out that grazing on its multiple use lands a short distance away. [6302-6]

The reduction of grazing on public lands through the proposed limitation of available forage for grazing animals and 
through reduction of stocking rates. Toquerville and other constituent municipalities, through Washington County 
specifically bargained during the negotiations that led to OPLMA for the grazing rights in Washington County to 
remain steady. Under OPLMA, any additional BLM regulations that prescribe for or have the probable result of the 
reduction in grazing may only be adopted when scientific studies show that the resources are in degraded or declin-
ing conditions. No such scientific evidence was offered in the draft RMP, but every alternative includes a reduction in 
grazing. [6423-10]

OPLMA specifically states that grazing should continue subject to reasonable regulations. In the draft RMP without 
scientific data to show any harm from current grazing practices, grazing is reduced in at least three ways: impos-
ing a 40% utilization rate, reducing AUMs to the 20 year average of actual use, and retiring any allotments that are 
voluntarily relinquished. Toquerville is against any reductions proposed in the current draft RMP are not based 
upon current BLM regulations. BLM regulations only allow for grazing reductions based on science that shows poor 
range conditions or a downward trend in range conditions that will result in poor conditions over time. See BLM 

Manuals 4100 and 4400 calling for management based on monitoring and evaluation of resources. In this case, the 
BLM included no such science in the draft RMP. The Beaver Dam Slope has two range exclosures that have been in 
place since 1956. A comparison of range conditions inside the exclosures, where no grazing has taken place for nearly 
sixty years, to the outside area that has been managed for grazing, would provide scientific evidence of the effects 
of current grazing practices. Range condition studies conducted by BLM range conservationists would also provide 
scientific basis for management decisions, but no studies were included in the draft RMP. Without any sound science, 
the decision to reduce grazing is arbitrary. Toquerville is opposed to arbitrary resource management that will have a 
negative effect on the economy of the county. [6423-28]

In both the Beaver Dam and Red Cliffs NCA's BLM is proposing to make grazing unavailable to some allotments over 
the life of the R MP. This could put some livestock producers out of business. The Taylor grazing Act does not allow 
this? [6426-5]

BLM is also proposing to reduce permitted grazing in the NCA's by using a 20 year average of actual use? This is an 
arbitrary figure. Any reduction in permitted use must be quantified by using long term trend studies, utilization levels 
and actual use over a grazing cycle of individual allotments. [6426-7]

I oppose any reductions to grazing. Grazing has been an important economic, historical, and environmental use of 
the public lands. Ranchers over the past several decades have been good stewards of the land, have cooperated with 
BLM and other land managers, and have made good decisions to not only keep the ranching operations successful 
but to preserve the land for future generations. [6437-1]

My main concern over the proposal are the people in the livestock industry whose lives will be affected. Numerous 
permittees depend on this range a winter Pasture for their operation. Plants such as White Burrsage have traditionally 
provided forage for sheep and cattle for decades. The cattle permits have been cut so drastically that it becomes nearly 
impossible to stay in operation. With another severe cut, it would effectively end most cattle grazing operations that 
depend on winter BLM range permits. As a former permit holder on Beaver Dam Slope and Castle Cliffs allotments, 
I am deeply concerned that John K Frei whom I sold the permits to, will not be able to continue his operation. He 
invested heavily to purchase permits which will become worthless. [6465-1]

I would like to see grazing continue under the current terms [6465-2]

My purpose in making this comment is to suggest that of the options for decision on livestock grazing, being con-
sidered in the RMP number 1 or no action is the most reasonable and will be the most beneficial to the National 
Conservation Area. Livestock grazers have cooperated with the BLM for many years to accomplish grazing practices 
that benefit wildlife, endangered species, vegetative resources and control fire fuel buildings. The most effective tool 
the agency had to manipulate the land and the vegetation is the presence of livestock. Not only do livestock pro-
vide this benefit but the historical use of these lands is critical to the economic welfare of these local ranchers and 
Washington County. Give them the vote of confidence they deserve by allowing them to continue cooperating with 
the agency as they have historically done. [6474-1]

A reduction of grazing as outlined in Alternative B is flawed. Actual use numbers reflect sound management prac-
tices by ranchers in response to drought, fire, and other natural resource conditions. For similar reasons as in my 
Comment #1, beaver Dam NCA should be maintained with a minimum of land disturbances. It presently has multi-
use areas, with some roads to allow off-road use. The area, due to the wildlife habitat and vegetation being fragile, 
should have continued protection. [6475-5] 

It was our understanding that the 2009 Omnibus Public Lands Management Act settle d these questions of grazing 
and other important issues as mentioned above. Therefore we oppose the plan. [6477-4]

Allow cattle to stay they do well with tortoise. Please leave our grazing laws in place, agriculture is what feeds our na-
tion! [6481-1]

We specifically oppose the unjustified restrictions on grazing. There is no scientific validation for grazing restric-
tions. A reduction or elimination of grazing will have negative economic, social, and land management conse-
quences. Range condition studies conducted by BLM range conservationists could have provided scientific basis for 
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management decisions, but no studies were included in the draft RMP. Without sound science the decision to reduce 
grazing appears arbitrary. [6483-2]

Grazing has been a valuable and productive use of the public lands and can contribute greatly to the overall manage-
ment of managing wild fires, enhanced wildlife, and recreational opportunities. [6483-3]

Alternatives B, C and D state that livestock grazing is managed in conformance with the mandates of OPLMA, but 
does not. [Table 2-11] Livestock grazing, or lack thereof, in the draft plans contradict what was specifically negotiated 
and agreed upon by Washington County in the OPLMA that grazing rights in the county would remain steady. An 
RMP that diverges from the agreed upon land uses defeats the purpose of OPLMA. In the OPLMA bill in the Beaver 
Dam Wash NCA: [*1975] Sec. 1975. BEAVER DAM WASH NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA. (a) Purpose.- 
The purpose of this section is to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and fu-
ture generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific 
resources of the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area. (4) Grazing. The grazing of livestock in the National 
Conservation Area, where established before the date of enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue-- (A) 
subject to-- (i) such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and (ii) 
applicable law (including regulations); and (B)in a manner consistent with the purpose described in subsection(a) 
Purpose. Pursuant to FLPMA § 1712. Land use plans ... "integrated consideration of physical, biological, economic 
and other sciences....consider the relative scarcity of the values involved and meaningful public involvement which 
has not been adequately done. It is the clear intent of the BLM to acquire private inholdings, restrict grazing use over 
time, and pressure water right holders to become "willing sellers" all of which should be eliminated by the BLM in any 
of the plans. [6486-4]

Only Alternative A provides collaboration with affected operators and in collaboration with affected livestock opera-
tors and the county when created by OPLMA. The Draft Plans should include collaboration with affected livestock 
owners of grazing rights in every action they do that affects their permits. [6486-5]

Only Alternative A states they will work with livestock operators, user groups, and other affected agencies, communi-
ties or organizations to identify cause of the declining trends and recommend and take corrective action. This is not 
mentioned in any other alternatives. Thus Alternative A is the only alternative that works with the people that live 
here and should be the final plan. [6486-6]

People who were involved in the OPLMA bill remember that grazing and agriculture was supposed to be represented 
in the OPLMA bill as "historic uses would be the same as in the past." That was the intent when the OPLMA bill was 
done. The owners of grazing rights thought the grazing reductions were settled and the trails fixed in the OPLMA bill, 
and not five years later, the BLM is taking more grazing rights to be taken away and more trails closed. The owners 
of grazing rights were told that the OPLMA bill would not be done if grazing was reduced at all. Reducing grazing 
to 20-years actual use and restricting grazing without buying out AUMS does not abide by OPLMA. There should be 
ZERO loss of grazing. [6486-9]

An increase in AUMS on good forage/wet years and with improvements made should be in the final plans. Portions 
of five active grazing allotments overlap the boundaries of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and should be managed as if 
all are outside the NCA. [6486-10]

The 20-year average of actual use should not be used in any of the plans. This formula actually penalizes good land 
management for taking livestock off the range when needed. [6486-13]

Alternatives reducing and/or eliminating grazing are not acceptable. However, if AUMS are reduced or eliminated, 
these grazing rights should be bought out, along with payment of all improvements to the lands, including fences, 
corrals, water structures, etc. and loss of future production and incomes. [6486-16]

Under Alternatives A, B, and D, the continuation of livestock grazing would confer a minor to moderate benefit to 
some terrestrial and avian wildlife species, as the water troughs and catchments that support livestock grazing also 
provide artificial water sources for wildlife. The livestock operators on the four allotments hold perfected water rights 
on various natural spring sources and wells, inside and outside of the NCA and make beneficial use of the water for 

their livestock; these sources are also generally accessible by wildlife. The continuation of livestock grazing would help 
to ensure that these artificial water sources remain available to wildlife and must be continued. [6486-20]

Management decisions for federal lands directly impact the use of and economic value of private land. Restrictions on 
and reductions of grazing on federal lands forces ranchers to no longer graze because there are no alternative lands 
available in the county, state or surrounding states that have not already been leased, resulting in a critically adverse 
outcome for the rancher. [6486-23]

The BLM should not adjust animal unit months on public lands without scientifically based justification and full con-
sultation between the permittee and the BLM. [6486-26]

Livestock grazing should be studied and implemented as a management technique to decrease fine fuel loading and 
subsequent wildfire severity. Grazing reduces the standing of herbaceous plant material available for burning, reduc-
ing the frequency, extent and intensity of fires and increases cheat grass. [6486-29]

A loss of grazing on BLM would reduce the number of ranches, virtually ruining rural communities. When cattle 
graze they regenerate grass growth and spread grass seeds. Without livestock grazing on federal lands, the areas 
will become overgrown by weeds, causing the land to become unsuitable for wildlife to graze. Grazing keeps down 
overgrown weedy vegetation which reduces the risk of wildfires, keeps invasive weeds at bay, and improves habitat for 
most wildlife. Most of the improvements made to the grazing allotments are resource improvements that help with 
wildlife. [6486-30]

Section 8 of the Public Rangeland Improvement Act (PRIA) (P.L. 95-514) requires consultation, coordination and co-
operation in the development and execution of allotment management incorporated into grazing permits and leases 
issued by the BLM. Under this provision, this process and procedure should be done before any grazing rights are 
reduced or eliminated. [6486-33]

If this is done by BLM as required by law, there will be no net loss of grazing/AUMS. [6486-42]

I am opposed to any changes in current management practices in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. Specifically I am 
opposed to any reduction or elimination in grazing. I am 82 years old and have spent my entire life ranching on the 
Beaver Dam Wash. [6492-1]

A reduction of our grazing permit would be a significant negative economic and social impact on my family. [6492-2]

There is no scientific evidence to justify a reduction in grazing. If anything, thanks to our cooperation and compro-
mise, and now the overall health of the land an increase in AUMs should be considered in an alternative. [6492-5]

Reducing or eliminating grazing is personal to me. I've cooperated with the BLM. I've taken my cattle off the range 
after fires and been careful not to run too many cattle when the feed hasn't been there. I've cooperated with removing 
cattle in response to the desert tortoise rulings and was even promised that when there was ample forage I'd be able to 
keep cattle in the area; that promise has since been broken by the BLM. I've kept my promises and I've lived up to the 
terms of my grazing permit and what have I gottenin return -an arbitrary and unsubstantiated decision to reduce or 
eliminate grazing. [6492-3]

Alternative Table 2-11, Vegetation Resource Uses: Livestock Grazing: Management Action concerning spring grazing. 
Alternative C is the preferred alternative, However, Alternative B that provides season of use from Nov 1-Mar 15 may 
be tolerable because of possible livestock consumption of invasive species green-up that may have some benefit (ap-
parently not proven) to the tortoise and other sensitive species. However with Nov 1-May 31season of use it is hard 
to envision recovery of native plant species in areas impacted by wildfire which now has become essentially wildfire 
prone areas. [6494-10]

Response 98: The Veyo allotment is not within designated critical habitat for desert tortoise and the portion of the 
allotment within the NCA is not grazed due to lack of water and difficult access, see Chapter 3.31.1.1 on page 504 of 
the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 
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According to the EIS, most of the grazing acreage in this NCA has been bought out (Section 3.31.1, Draft at 501). 
However, season of use of the Veyo allotment is from October to the end of May, which means that at least some por-
tions of the allotment are grazed during the growing season. It makes sense to buy back the remaining portions of the 
allotments and use this NCA as a no-grazing control for research. This would make Red Cliffs NCA congruent with 
the desert tortoise conservation plan, which recommends discontinuing livestock grazing altogether. [5928-27]

Response 99: The relinquishment language has been modified in the Proposed RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA 
to the following "When a grazing permit or a portion of the grazing preference is voluntarily relinquished the allot-
ment or portion of the allotment associated with the permits within the NCA would remain available. However, upon 
relinquishment, the BLM may determine through a site-specific evaluation and associated NEPA analysis that the 
public lands within a grazing allotment are better used for other purposes." Table 4-15 displays data on the Annual 
Local Economic Impact from Livestock Grazing in Beaver Dam Wash NCA for each alternative in the Draft RMP. 
Under Alternative A and D, total economic output of grazing in the NCA is $148,600; labor income is $19,200, and 
this activity provides 3.3 jobs. Under Alternative B, total economic output would be $89,200; total labor income 
$11,000, and total number of jobs would be 2. Under Alternative C, livestock grazing would not be authorized in the 
NCA, generating no economic output, labor income, or jobs. Table 4-40 displays similar data for livestock grazing 
in the Red Cliffs NCA. Under Alternatives A and D, total economic output would be $11,600; Alternatives B and C 
would be $3,900. Alternatives A and D would generate $1200 in labor earnings, Alternatives B and C, $400 in labor 
earnings. Alternatives A and D would support 0.17 jobs annually, Alternative B and C 0.06 jobs annually. 

Associated Comments: 

Alternative B, C, and D authorize the relinquishment of grazing permits, with no opportunity for other permit hold-
ers to acquire the permits. The relinquishment language is in fact an Interdepartmental Memorandum (IM). The use 
of this IM is not legal in light of the manner in which document presents it since if contravenes both Congressional 
Intent and Court decisions. Section 3 of TGA states that, "in such orders, and in administering this Act, rights to the 
use of water for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other purposes, vested and accrued and which are recognized 
and acknowledged by the local customs, laws, and decisions of the courts, shall be maintained and protected in the 
possessors and owners thereof, and, so far as it is consistent with the purposes of this Act, grazing rights similarly 
recognized and acknowledged shall be adequately safeguarded." Relinquishment without the opportunity to pass 
viable grazing rights in the district to the next generation of ranchers will cause direct economic harm to the State of 
Utah. Currently there are 3099 permitted AUM's on the NCA's. Each of those AUM's is worth $50 dollars in direct 
economic activity to the State of Utah. With a modest multiplier of 2 those AUM's are worth $100 in economic activ-
ity. Ending grazing and retiring permits would cause the state to incur an ongoing economic loss of over $300,000 
per year, additionally if the loss of these important winter grazing permits caused the livestock operations that own 
them to go out of business, the economic cost could be as high as $1.3 million per year to the state. In addition several 
ranches could be put out of business. Ranching and Ranches are vital to rural communities in Utah. [4677-11]

Response 100: The relinquishment language has been modified in the Proposed RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA 
to the following "When a grazing permit or a portion of the grazing preference is voluntarily relinquished the allot-
ment or portion of the allotment associated with the permits within the NCA would remain available. However, upon 
relinquishment, the BLM may determine through a site-specific evaluation and associated NEPA analysis that the 
public lands within a grazing allotment are better used for other purposes." 

Associated Comments: 

Grazing; The preferred alternative in the Draft RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA provides that "[w]hen grazing 
permits and preference are voluntarily relinquished, the allotment or portion of the allotment associated with the 
permits within the NCA would no longer be available for livestock grazing over the life of the RMP" (BLM 2015d:84). 
This is consistent with BLM policy guidance as expressed in IM 2013- 184. We urge the agency to retain this language 

as general NCA language to allow forage to be used for purposes other than livestock grazing if permits or leases are 
voluntarily relinquished.1 [4679-1]

Evaluate any proposed changes in grazing, such as timing and intensity of use, for impacts on relevant wildlife values. 
Implement those changes that benefit wildlife (modified from BLM 2006:21). The preferred alternative in the Draft 
RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA provides that "[w]hen grazing permits and preference are voluntarily relin-
quished, the allotment or portion of the allotment associated with the permits within the NCA would no longer be 
available for livestock grazing over the life of the RMP." Draft RMP at 84. This is consistent with BLM policy guidance 
as expressed in IM 2013-184. We urge the agency to include this language in the BVMMSMA section to allow forage 
to be used for purposes other than livestock grazing if permits or leases are voluntarily relinquished [4679-22]

The proposal to retire any permits that are voluntarily relinquished is a direct violation of the agreement reached 
prior to the 2009 lands bill. No bargain, resulting in the passage of OPLMA, would have been reached had the county 
known that the RMP would call for retiring grazing allotments. The commitments from negotiating OPLMA need to 
be honored. Without evidence of poor range conditions or a downward trend in range health, there is no justifiable 
resource rationale for eliminating grazing allotments. [5679-75]

The proposal to retire any permits that are voluntarily relinquished is a direct violation of the agreement reached pri-
or to the 2009 lands bill. The county took the stance then that grazing should not be reduced. No bargain would have 
been reached prior the OPLMA if the county had known that the RMP would call for retiring grazing allotments. 
Using the RMP to reduce grazing is a way of trying to get around the collaborative agreement that was reached. 
Without evidence of poor range conditions or a downward trend in range health, there is no justifiable resource ratio-
nale for eliminating grazing allotments. [5900-19]

The RMP references the low number of AUMs available and the unlikely possibility of restrictions impacting users 
greatly. Perhaps the BLM will have some flexibility in working with ranchers in this area to help them manage the 
transition effectively so any economic loss is minimized. However, when permits become available, BLM should retire 
those permits or get assistance with their purchase through NGOs. [5903-16]

UCA is opposed to the recommendation that voluntarily relinquished permits be permanently retired. There are a 
number of reasons why a permit may be voluntarily relinquished that would not justify the pem1anent retirement of 
those permits. [5909-7]

The preferred alternative in the Draft RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA provides that "[w]hen grazing permits and 
preference are voluntarily relinquished, the allotment or portion of the allotment associated with the permits within 
the NCA would no longer be available for livestock grazing over the life of the RMP." Draft RMP at 84. This is con-
sistent with BLM policy guidance as expressed in IM 2013-184. We urge the agency to retain this language to allow 
forage to be used for purposes other than livestock grazing if permits or leases are voluntarily relinquished (See, BLM 
Instruction Memorandum 2013-184.12. [5917-43]

Voluntary relinquishment. We are glad to see a provision in place for voluntary relinquishment of permits in the 
Beaver Dam NCA to be reallocated to other uses (Table 2-11, Draft at 84). The Scientific Research item in the table on 
page 85 implies that under Alternative C, livestock grazing would be terminated in the NCAs, so no research would 
be done. However, removing livestock would provide many opportunities for studying restoration, both active and 
passive. This research opportunity should be added to this section of the table under Alternative C. [5928-26]

Voluntary relinquishment and the BLM retiring livestock grazing rights violates federal law (Taylor Grazing Act) and 
should be removed from the list of potential grazing actions under Alternative B. Under the law, if a rancher volun-
tarily relinquishes or abandons livestock grazing rights, after three years of non-use, the agency is required to reissue 
the grazing permits. [6430-5]

Table 2-11 basically opens up for an allotment to be "voluntarily relinquished" by making "willing sellers" out of the 
owners of grazing permits by making it so hard to make a living that they become "willing sellers." This should be 
taken out of the final plan and no AUMS should be voluntarily relinquished. [6486-32]

Response 101: The Red Cliffs NCA has not been grazed by livestock for over 20 years. There are several existing ex-
closures in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA including the Woodbury Hardy Study area. Cattle exclosures are an ongoing 
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component of the SGFO rangeland monitoring program which are used as controls to evaluate vegetation/soil condi-
tions and environmental impacts (see Map 3-11 on pg. 379: Allotment Boundaries & Range Developments Beaver 
Dam Wash NCA). Currently, the SGFO is researching, developing, and implementing techniques to address the 
threats from nonnative/invasive plant species (e.g., brome grass spp,), the unnatural fuel beds they create, and associ-
ated wildfires that adversely impact Mojave Desert ecosystems.

Associated Comments: 

Information needs All tables in the Alternative section have a Scientific Research topic by alternative (e.g., Table 
2-9 Fires and Fuels page 73; Table 2-10 Nonnatives page 79; Table 2-11 Vegetation Resource Uses: Livestock grazing 
page 85). All of these should include researching passive restoration as a noninvasive restoration technique. Large 
(5 - 10 acre) exclosures should be part of all management techniques and research .A control is necessary to differ-
entiate the effects of drought, recreation, and other disturbances from those of livestock grazing and better evaluate 
progress toward achieving Goals and Objectives for the Desired Plant Community. The Woodbury Desert Study 
Area was an invaluable resource that was unfortunately lost when it burned. This highlights the need for replicate 
exclosures in different parts of the planning area to increase research flexibility and opportunities for study of vari-
ous impacts. They should also be placed in all the major ecological sites, especially those subject to intensive resource 
use. Construction and maintenance of these structures would be good opportunities for public involvement in public 
lands management. [5928-12]

Response 102: Cattle grazing is not authorized in the Red Cliffs NCA; within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, the major-
ity of Bighorn sheep habitat occurs in areas where cattle are not grazed, or not capable of grazing due to topography.

Associated Comments: 

In addition to risks of disease transmission, livestock and livestock grazing infrastructure also have other impacts on 
bighorn sheep. Cattle compete with bighorn sheep for food resources. Livestock presence may displace bighorn sheep 
(Krausman, 200016) and cattle presence may alter the behavior of bighorn sheep (Brown et al., 201017) thus reduc-
ing access to forage and water resources. Bighorn sheep have died after becoming trapped in barbed-wire fencing. A 
growing body of literature indicates that bighorn sheep populations do poorly or disappear in the face of sympatric 
cattle grazing (Gallizioli, 197718). The population of desert bighorn sheep in the Cady Mountains in California grew 
dramatically following the removal of cattle in 2005 (CDFG, 201019). [3928-12]

Response 103: Cattle exclosures are an ongoing component of the SGFO rangeland monitoring program which 
are used as controls to evaluate vegetation/soil conditions and environmental impacts (see Map 3-11 on pg. 379: 
Allotment Boundaries & Range Developments Beaver Dam Wash NCA). Long-term vegetation and soil monitoring 
plots have been installed in the Red Cliffs and Beaver Dam Wash NCAs and are currently being monitored on an an-
nual basis to assess plant/soil composition and ecological change over time. The SGFO is also researching, developing, 
and implementing techniques to address the threats from nonnative/invasive plant species (e.g., brome grass spp,), 
the unnatural fuel beds they create, and associated wildfires that adversely impact Mojave Desert ecosystems. 

Associated Comments: 

a system of permanent exclosures at least 50' x 50' should be established in every pasture on a site representing the 
pasture's dominant soil/vegetation type. [5928-25]

Response 104: Targeted Grazing is part of the Vegetation Management Toolbox (Table 2-8, page 71 of the DEIS).

Associated Comments: 

Vegetation Resource Uses: Livestock Grazing 288 2-69 Do not take grazing as a tool completely out of the mix for use 
as a tool to manage vegetation resources. Do not make livestock completely unavailable. Leave as an option in case of 
emergencies, fuels management, and drought. Fire is a major threat to tortoises, and grazing can reduce fuels for fire. 
[5679-189] 

Response 105: No implementation level decision regarding utilization is included in the Proposed RMP for the 
Beaver Dam Wash NCA. This will be addressed at the permit renewal/site specific NEPA level.

Associated Comments: 

Reducing grazing to 40% utilization means either a reduction in animal numbers or a reduction in days spent on the 
allotment. Animal numbers are calculated using animal unit months (AUMs) which are based on the amount of for-
age an 1100 pound cow and her calf would eat in 30 days. A 40% utilization level of the current year's growth would 
require leaving forage that used to be grazed. Since these allotments are winter grazing allotments, the plants that are 
being grazed are not actively growing while the cattle are on the range. Reducing the utilization level will not im-
prove the plants' ability to recover after grazing. It will only leave more standing forage that can carry wildfires. Since 
wildfires in tortoise habitat are a major threat to tortoise survival, as evidenced by mortality rates during the 2005 fire 
season, the county would urge the BLM to use proper grazing management as a tool to reduce fine fuels. [5679-73]

Than 50%, unless implementing a standard of less than 50% utilization on a temporary basis is necessary to resolve 
site-specific concerns; and the federal agency consults, coordinates, and cooperates fully with local governments." 
(See Utah Code § 631-8-105.8.) Not only are the low utilization rates in the draft RMP not temporary, but the county 
is unaware of any impact that its or the state's input has had on the grazing language in the draft RMP. Consequently, 
the plan does not comply with state law, local plans, and policies. [5679-77]

Livestock Grazing 84 2-11 Question where the 40%Utilization level comes from? Where is the scientific backing for 
this percent in Mojave Tortoise critical habitat? 50%is the take half leave half standard. Change language to reflect 
50%utilization. [5679-142]

Reducing livestock to an average of 20 years of actual use is not scientific and has a substantial impact on the live-
stock producer. Change language back to allowable use that is based on science and resource concerns. Livestock 648 
Grazing The 40% utilization number is also not substantiated with hard data and can have a devastating effect on a 
cattle producer. Leaving more standing dead forage could lead to more fire risk for tortoises. Return all utilization 
levels to 50% at a minimum. [5679-201]

Reducing grazing to 40% utilization means either a reduction in animal numbers or a reduction in days spent on the 
allotment. Animal numbers are calculated using animal unit months (AUMs) which are based on the amount of for-
age an 1100 pound cow and her calf would eat in 30 days. A 40 % utilization level of the current year's growth would 
require leaving forage that used to be grazed. Since these allotments are winter grazing allotments, the plants that are 
being grazed are not actively growing while the cattle are on the range. Reducing the utilization level will not im-
prove the plants' ability to recover after grazing. It will only leave more standing forage that can carry wildfires. Since 
wildfires in tortoise habitat are a major threat to tortoise survival, as evidenced by mortality rates during the 2005 fire 
season, the county would urge the BLM to use proper grazing management as a tool to reduce fine fuels. [5900-17]

Management stipulations in alternative B also reduce utilization to 40%. What is hoped to be accomplished with this? 
What is the justification to leave over half of dried forage standing during and in the dormant season? Where is the 
science to show harm to the vegetation by normal grazing during this season? To lower the utilization level to 40% 
when you have already taken 40% of the active use off of the allotments is arbitrary and cannot stand the scrutiny of 
real science. How will this action protect the environment from catastrophic fire? Livestock grazing is one of the few 
effective tools to reduce the risk. [5915-5]

Grazing in desert tortoise habitat. We are concerned about plans to graze the NCA in tortoise habitat despite the 
USFWS recommendation to cease grazing due to competition with forage and trampling of animals and burrows. It's 
appropriate to adhere to the USFWS guidelines, especially in an NCA. The preferred alternative tries to mitigate com-
petition for forage by reducing utilization to 40% in tortoise habitat (Table 2-11 in Draft at 84). Please provide refer-
ences supporting this level of grazing. Studies recommends lower amounts in desert systems, particularly in degraded 
habitats. Holechek et al. (2000) , Lacey et al. (1994) , White and McGinty (1997) , Johnson et al. (1996) and NRCS 
(1997) recommend using a 25% utilization for allocation for livestock. Management of listed tortoise species should 
make the % utilization limit even lower. We recommend instituting a 30% utilization standard, both for riparian and 
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upland areas. Utilization limits of 25% should be operative within all pastures during a drought year, as defined by the 
Standardized Precipitation Index of the National Drought Mitigation Center. [5928-20]

I must take exception to the forty (40) percent utilization standard. Such might be close to viable if spring and sum-
mer use were permitted in the allotments. Since virtually all use identified in all alternatives except C (which removes 
grazing) is fall and winter use, such use is during the dormant season for they key species. As such, utilization can 
exceed the arbitrary threashold proposed in the plan. For dormant season use, Iwould recommend no less than a 50% 
utilization in Alternative B,and perhaps up to 60% in Alternative D. Under a rest-rotation designed prescription,use 
on key species can be high one year and then the plants are rested the following growing season. Iurge that practical 
range management be adopted for at least the BLM's preferred alternative, B. [5929-7]

Reducing grazing to 40% utilization means either a reduction in animal numbers or a reduction in days spent on the 
allotment. Animal numbers are calculated using animal unit months (AUMs) which are based on the amount of for-
age an 1100 pound cow and her calf would eat in 30 days. A 40% utilization level of the current year's growth would 
require leaving forage that once was grazed. Since these allotments are winter grazing allotments, the plants that are 
being grazed are not actively growing while the cattle are on the range. Reducing the utilization level will not im-
prove the plants' ability to recover after grazing. It will only leave more standing forage that can carry wildfires. Since 
wildfires in tortoise habitat are a major threat to tortoise survival, as evidenced by mortality rates during the 2005 fire 
season, Toquerville would urge the BLM to use proper grazing management as a tool to reduce fine fuels. [6423-29]

BLM is also proposing to use a 40% utilization level for grazing in both NCA's. BLM needs to expla in where this 
level came from. Normal utilization is 50% which is the old take half leave half of the annual forage on an allotment. 
[6426-6]

Alternative B: Establish grazing utilization levels at 40% of current year's growth on allotments in designated criti-
cal habitat for desert tortoise. The 40% utilization means either a reduction in animal numbers on the allotment or a 
reduction in the days spent on the allotment. The 40% utilization rate would require leaving forage that was harvested 
under prior year's conditions, allowing more dead and decadent forage, increasing the probability for wildfire obvi-
ously detrimental to the tortoise. It should be noted, the Beaver Dam Allotment is used for winter grazing . The forage 
has already matured and dried. Livestock will harvest the dried out forage allowing for more vibrant , new growth 
to occur. Wildlife biologists recognize new, tender plant growth is preferred by elk and other species, including the 
desert tortoise. [6430-4]

Maps 
Response 106: Vegetation is just one of the modeling metrics used to create Map 3-43; other metrics included eleva-
tion, topographical features, slope, soil type, aspect, etc.

Associated Comments: 

Map 3-43 provides a model of habitat quality variations within the NCA, the map indicates that the highest quality 
habitat is in the same location that has been burned by naturally occurring wildfires one or more times since 1993 
(Map-3-37) and the area with the highest exotic annuals percent cover (Map 3-35). We question the validity of the 
habitat quality map and whether it is taking all of the existing conditions into account. [5899-68]

Response 107: Map 2-26 was incorrectly labeled in the DEIS as applying to Alternative D. The correct map for live-
stock grazing in the Red Cliffs NCA is included in the FEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-44: The descriptions of management actions indicate that Alternatives B, C, and D are all the same, but Map 
2-26 and 2-27 show that Alternatives A and D are the same and Alternatives B and C are the same. Please resolve this 
inconsistency. [5899-49]

Response 108: Chapter 3 maps show the existing conditions and designations. Chapter 2 maps show the proposed 
changes. The Chapter 2 maps show what the commenter is requesting.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-62: We are concerned that none of the alternatives, including Alternative D, show the corridor for the 
Northern Transportation Route with a Class 4 Visual Resource Management (VRM) designation. It appears to be ac-
counted for in the acreage of Alternative D (6,534 acres), but is not shown on any of the maps (Maps 3-32, 3-33, and 
3-34). The impact analysis in Chapter 4 discusses the impacts associated with managing this land as Class 4, but this 
is inconsistent with the maps shown. It is requested that all alternatives include an east-west Northern Transportation 
Route with a Class 4 VRM designation. [5899-53]

Monitoring 
Response 109: Almost every resource and resource use section of the DEIS contian information about how the BLM 
will conduct monitoring.

Associated Comments: 

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species 78 and 197 Alternatives B, C, and D need to be modified to add the language 
from Alternative A about working with the Washington County Weed Supervisor. [5679-140]

I would merely urge BLM to keep monitoring and evaluation as an important part of the decision process. [5921-12]

Response 110: Currently, the SGFO is researching, developing, and implementing techniques to address the threats 
from nonnative/invasive plant species (e.g., brome grass spp,), the unnatural fuel beds they create, and associated 
wildfires that adversely impact Mojave Desert ecosystems. The management actions contemplated in the DEIS under 
many resources and resource uses are designed to restore and rehabilitate the NCAs to NRV.

Associated Comments: 

Conservation and protection of native vegetation communities (entire planning area) The planning area is located 
at the convergence of the Mojave Desert, Great Basin, and Colorado Plateau ecoregions. It has the potential to be 
ecologically rich and diverse but many of the lands in the project area are degraded by development and overuse. For 
example, the Landscape Forecasting process by TNC study found that a majority of vegetation types in the Beaver 
Dam Wash NCA have departed from their Natural Range of Variability due to high invasive species (Section 3.6.2, 
Draft at 363). Fire frequencies have increased to the point that vegetation attributes have been significantly altered 
from the historical range, and the risk of losing key ecosystem components is high (Draft at 497). These degraded 
conditions affect not only the diversity of animals and plants in general, but also the many special status species in the 
planning area. WWP would like to see the EIS take a more proactive approach to bringing vegetation communities 
back to their NRV, especially in light of the management direction given for the NCAs. [5928-6]

Old Spanish National Historic Trail
Response 111: The Draft Beaver Dam Wash NCA RMP contains a reasonable range of alternatives related to Lands 
and Realty Management, while ensuring that the congressionally-defined purpose of the NCAs to conserve, protect, 
and enhance resource values, scenic qualities, and recreational values of the NCAs are met. Two, one-mile wide desig-
nated utility corridors are located outside the boundaries of this NCA and remain available for new ROWs for utility 
developments. The existing ROW for Old Highway 91, which is 50 feet in total width, remains a valid existing right of 
use.

Associated Comments: 

The combined VRM, Old Spanish Trail and ROW Exclusion proposals are overlapping restrictions that pose planning 
issues for local governments that experience has shown will likely be interpreted to become more and more restrictive 
over the life of the RMP. "Recommendations * Acknowledge the need for access to corridors for essential utilities and 
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transportation, in particular Highway 18 and I-15, to meet reasonably expected demands. * Provide additional width 
for the Old Highway 91 ROW. [4674-14]

Response 112: The ROW for Old Highway 91 remains a valid, existing right of use of the public lands for a highway, 
as granted; however, the underlying land was not conveyed to either the State of Utah or Washington County, rather, 
it remains in federal ownership. The width of the highway ROW could only be expanded, if the Federal Highway 
Administration were to request appropriation of additional public lands for that purpose.

Associated Comments: 

I oppose the alternatives for old highway 91 (old Spanish trail). The right of way should be 400' for this important 
road and utility corridor. Some of the fences are already 400' apart and that is the typical width for many old right-
of-ways for highways through Federal land. This is an important By-pass when I-15 is closed in the gorge. We need 
adequate right-of-way for flood repair, culvert extensions, passing lanes, shoulder widening and slopes. Any needed 
utilities (even above ground) should be allowed. This land was given to the state of Utah in the 1920's and they gave 
it to Washington County to maintain many years ago. The land is owned by the county and it should be up to the 
county to decide what happens on they own land. [6487-1]

Response 113: Valid existing rights, including the ROW for Old Highway 91, would not be impacted by the proposed 
Old Spanish Trail Management Corridor or other management alternatives identified in the Draft RMP. Two one-
mile wide designated utility corridors, located outside the boundaries of the NCA, would continue to be available for 
utilities and transmission systems. Valid existing rights would continue to be recognized within the designated utility 
and transportation corridor that parallels Old Highway 91. That designated corridor is carried forward under three of 
the four alternatives in the Draft RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA.

Associated Comments: 

The draft dramatically expands the Old Spanish Trail Corridor, creating concerns that this corridor could restrict and 
impede right of way priorities on Old Highway 91, and others. [6422-10]

Response 114: All alternatives carried forward a designated utility corridor that parallels Old Highway 91, providing 
opportunities for new ROWs to be granted within that corridor. Alternative B, C, and D would define different poten-
tial widths for the designated corridor and limit the types of installations that would be authorized to subsurface only, 
to protect the scenic qualities of the NCA, one of its congressionally-defined purposes. The establishment of the Old 
Spanish Trail Corridor would not impact the designated utility corridor nor would it affect the valid existing ROW 
held by Washington County for Old Highway 91. 

Associated Comments: 

A new area or corridor called the Old Spanish Trail Corridor (12,506 acres) is proposed in Alterna tives B C & D. 
This corridor could possibly restrict and impede ROW priorities on Old Highway 91 along with other road corridors? 
[6426-4]

Response 115: The size and configuration of the proposed Trail Management Corridor was developed based on a 
viewshed analysis based on the legislatively-depicted Northern Route of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail and 
the potential Armijo route. Within this corridor, major facilities or developments would be visible from one or both 
routes of the trail, impairing the setting of the historic trail. Conservation and protection of the natural landscape of 
the setting of national historic trails is required for compliance with the National Trail System Act and BLM Manual 
6280. Conservation and protection of the scenic qualities of the NCA is consistent with OPLMA's mandate for the 
management of the public lands in the NCA.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2 - Alternatives Pages 121 through 126 - Old Spanish Historical Trail - Why is the area designation so large? 
A trail "Corridor" by definition should be limited and narrow. It is apparent that the generally accepted, best presump-
tion of where the Spanish trail was located is along the Castle Cliffs Wash (near the Old Highway 91 alignment). Most 
of the area shown on the maps extends up and over the hillsides and is many miles from the understood Old Spanish 
Trail alignment. The management corridor should be limited to a reasonable width and located near the trail. The 
designated area does not look much like a corridor. The possible Armijo Trail Alignment is not the Congressionally 
Designated Old Spanish Trail Alignment, in my opinion. The entire area is already covered by the Beaver Dam Wash 
NCA and that designation should provide adequate protection for the area. It seems that the only reason such a large 
area is being designated is to further restrict OHV use. Please limit the corridor to no more than one-half mile on 
each side of Old Highway 91. [4713-1]

Regarding the OST historical Trail Management Corridor, I don't understand why such a large area is proposed under 
the new Alternatives. This, considering most of the trail in Utah is under or closely adjacent to Old Rt. 91. I'm curious 
how the viewscape can be preserved any more than it currently is under Alternative A. [5680-15]

The designating the Old Spanish Trail Corridor as a 12, 506 acre polygon is overly broad. The trail could be designat-
ed with signs and the rest of the area left open to multiple uses. It does not sense in restricting access to more than 12, 
000 acres to protect a trail that is not even visible on the ground. [5910-8]

Designating the Old Spanish Trail Corridor as a 12,506 acre polygon. The trail could be designated with signs and the 
rest of the area left open to multiple uses. There is no sense in restricting access to more than 12,000 acres to protect a 
trail that is not even visible on the ground. [5916-8]

Response 116: Proposed Old Spanish Trail Management Corridor only applies to public lands within Beaver Dam 
Wash NCA, where there are no water diversions. Management goals, objectives, and actions proposed BLM RMPs 
only apply to public lands, not private property (see Draft RMPs for Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area, 
Red Cliffs National Conservation Area/Draft RMP Amendment/Draft EIS 2015: Chapter 1. pages 9 and 11).

Associated Comments: 

The proposed Old Spanish Trail Corridor could impact our ability as land owners to get access to our water diver-
sions on BLM Ground and create undue burden because of view shed access or many other restrictions that may be 
imposed. [6451-2]

Response 117: Proposed management of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail includes multiple recreation op-
portunities, including management for heritage tourism and auto touring, design and construction of non-motorized 
retracement trail, as well as interpretive pullouts and wayside exhibits (pp. 125-126), Draft RMP for Beaver Dam 
Wash NCA.

Associated Comments: 

The Old Spanish Trail portion of the final RMP needs to emphasize recreation in the goal, objectives, and man-
agement actions. One of the primary purposes for a national historic trail is "to provide for the ever-increasing 
outdoor recreation needs of an expanding population." (See 6 U.S. C. § 1241(a) Congressional statement of pur-
pose for National Trails System Act and BLM Manual 6250, National Scenic and Historic Trail Administration at 
1-1.) However, the draft RMP focuses almost entirely on conservation and restoration of the trail and its viewshed. 
Additionally, the VRM Class I or II designation would limit recreational improvements in the area. The Class III 
viewshed that is currently in place is more conducive to the recreational focus of a national trail. [5679-107]

 

Response 118: Comment regarding OST Management Corridor is out of scope for this planning effort. The proposed 
OST Management Corridor would only be established through the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. None of the proposed 
management actions within the proposed OST Management Corridor affect private property or water rights and 
there are no irrigators within the proposed corridor.
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 Associated Comments: 

The propose d Old Spanish Trail Corridor could impact our ability as land owners and irrigators to get access to our 
water diversions on BLM ground and create undue burden be cause of vie w shed access or many other restrictions 
that m ay be imposed. [6477-2]

Response 119: Support for Alternatives B, C, D. Formal designation of proposed Trail Management Corridor as 
National Historic Trail right-of-way outside of scope for this planning effort.

Associated Comments: 

The OSTA is firmly supportive of the RMP proposal to establish an OST "corridor," as proposed in all three action 
alternatives for protection of Trail resources and values, including historic visual landscapes. The OSTA also advo-
cates the said Trail "corridor" area, as proposed as a right-of-way exclusion area. However, the RMP and BLM should 
consider formal designation of the "corridor" as a National Historic Trail right-of-way as directed in the National 
Trails System Act. [3927-2]

Response 120: Designated Road Areas in Beaver Dam Wash NCA were identified by Congress through OPLMA at 
Subtitle O, sec. 1975 at the time that the NCA was designated and specific routes that were authorized for public mo-
torized vehicle travel identified by Congress within these areas. It is outside BLM's jurisdiction to manage the NCA as 
"open" to cross-country motorized vehicle travel, given the legislative language of OPLMA.

Associated Comments: 

Designating the Old Spanish Trail Corridor as a 12,506 acre polygon. The area surrounding the trail should remain 
open. The designation is arbitrary and overly broad. [4675-10]

The large increase in the Old Spanish Trail corridor appears to be unjustified as will serve as to deter future travel and 
right-of-way planning [4704-2]

Response 121: No management actions proposed for the Old Spanish Trail Management Corridor address noise or 
solitude. Proposed management does address protection for the setting of the trail, through management under VRM 
Classes I and II. This management is not only consistent with BLM Manual 6250 for historic trail landscapes but also 
with OPLMA mandate that the scenic qualities of the NCA be conserved and protected.

Associated Comments: 

The proposed Old Spanish National Trail Management Corridor (Map 2-4) will impose further restrictions such as 
noise, solitude and visual impact restrictions on any future Highway 91 work. [4674-11]

Response 122: BLM Manual 6280 guides the management of National Historic Trails to fulfill the conservation and 
public purposes of the National Trails System. Conservation focuses not only on trail traces, artifacts, and associated 
sites, but also the setting of the trail. Restoration of the natural landscape elements to trail-era conditions would fur-
ther not only the conservation objective, but also the public purpose, allowing visitors to experience a visual setting 
and natural landscape elements that are evocative of the trail's period of significance.

Associated Comments: 

Old Spanish Trail 121 2-15 Remove management objective to "restore altered natural landscape elements of the asso-
ciated setting to trail-era conditions." This is inconsistent with Congress objective to make historic trails a recreation 
opportunity. [5679-155]

Response 123: Chapter 1, pages 9 and 11 of the Draft RMPs /Draft RMP Amendment/DEIS clearly state that man-
agement goals, objectives, and actions proposed only apply to public lands. 

Associated Comments: 

National Historic Trails - BDWNCA Table 2-25 pages 121-126 I oppose the proposed BLM Alternatives to create an 
OST National Historic Trail Management Corridor I own four parcels totaling 325 acres that is completely encom-
passed by the BDWNCA and is currently being developed for a special use residential center. Alternatives B, C, and 
D are uniform in proposing that the BLM prohibit renewable energy leases and ROW usage that will be necessary to 
provide water, power and other utilities my property. The use of ROW is essential as all of my parcels lie within the 
proposed OST corridor. Further, the alternatives prohibit changes to the vistas in the trail corridor. These restrictions 
would effectively block the planned development of the property and prohibits the economic development of my 
property for beneficial use. The Alternative B,C and D interferes with my utilization or business operations and will 
be a direct violation of my property rights within the State of Utah. [4676-1]

OLD SPANISH NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAIL MANAGEMENT CORRIDOR. Will be going through private prop-
erty if it is mapped through private property as written. Needs to specifically state the private property and people 
cannot just go through private property. [6486-50]

Response 124: There is no requirement that NOI be an exhaustive listing of all planning issues to be addressed during 
the development of a Resource Management Plan. The Old Spanish National Historic Trail was specifically identified 
as one of the planning issues to be considered, and public input solicited, for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA during the 
60 day public scoping period that began on May 10, 2010. Scoping materials provided at three public workshops and 
hosted on the BLM website clearly identified the Old Spanish National Historic Trail as a planning issue to be consid-
ered for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The Cooperating Agencies were provided review copies of the Draft RMP/DEIS 
prior to public release and invited to submit comments on proposed management goals, objectives, and actions for all 
resource values, including the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. The NOA announcing release of the Draft RMP/
DEIS, published on July 17, 2015, stated that management of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail was addressed 
in the draft RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The range of alternatives presented for the Old Spanish National 
Historic Trail Management Corridor through Beaver Dam Wash NCA are consistent with management for the his-
toric trail as a public use site on public lands on the Arizona Strip Field Office (approved RMP/Record of Decision, 
2008), the only location where the trail crosses both state and field office boundaries.

Associated Comments: 

Public Notice and Public and Federal Involvement for the Old Spanish Trail Planning have been Inadequate and the 
Planning should be completed at a Later Date. The public has been excluded from involvement in the development of 
the Old Spanish Trail in two ways: (1) proper notice was not provided at the NOI and scoping and (2) no citizen trail 
advisory council was formed. Additionally, the BLM manual for the Old Spanish Historic Trail is not yet completed 
and there is no evidence of coordination in the planning effort with the BLM offices in Arizona and Nevada. Due to 
these issues, the planning for the Old Spanish Trail should not be included in the final RMP. It should be completed 
at a later date so that all of the public involvement requirements can be met and the BLM manual and intra-agency 
coordination completed. [5679-104]

The OST was not included in the notice of intent ("NOi") for the RMP. Such notice is required. (See 43 CFR 1610.3-
l(e).) Failure to include the OST in the NOi means that local governments and citizens were not on notice that their 
interests might be affected. BLM regulations and federal law require a trail advisory council that provides local input. 
(See 16 U.S. Code § 1244 (d) and 6250 -National Scenic and Historic Trail Administration 1- 13 , at). The advisory 
council for this trail does not exist yet. Designating a large area of viewshed protection before the required council 
can request and receive local input is premature. In addition to the lack of citizen notice and involvement, there is a 
lack of intra-agency involvement. The county is not aware of any evidence of coordination with the BLM's Utah state 
office or the regional Arizona and Nevada field offices that manage portions of the Old Spanish Trail in adjacent areas. 
Such coordination is required "to ensure compatible land use planning decisions" when historic trails cross state or 
field office boundaries. [5679-105]
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Response 125: The BLM develops management for congressionally-designated national historic trails such as the Old 
Spanish National Historic Trail, during the development of Resource Management Plans, as this represents a land 
use allocation. The public has been provided an opportunity to review and comment on the proposed Old Spanish 
Trail Management Corridor and proposed management actions during a 120 public review and comment period on 
the draft RMP for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The proposed Trail Management Corridor would only be established 
within the boundaries of the NCA; when an RMP revision is completed for other public lands managed by the St. 
George Field Office that were crossed by the Old Spanish Trail, the Trail Management Corridor and proposed man-
agement actions would be developed, based on an area-specific viewshed analysis and other criteria.

Associated Comments: 

OLD SPANISH TRAIL CORRIDOR. Due to multiple issues, the BLM should postpone making planning decisions 
regarding the Old Spanish Trail ("OST") until a separate RMP is completed. Congress designated the OST as a na-
tional historical trail. The county recognizes the BLM's responsibility, as a result of that designation, to identify and 
protect the trail. However, the draft RMP, which proposes a restrictive viewshed protection of over 12,000 acres, has 
several issues that need to be addressed, namely: the lack of public and intra-agency involvement, the failure of any 
recreational focus in the planning, and the excessive viewshed designation. [5679-103]

Old Spanish Trail Corridor is obviously proposed as 12,506 acres without the specific evidence needed to define a 
more precise corridor. The RMP should not tie down this specific acreage but allow the BLM to define the corridor as 
more information becomes available. [5919-5]

Public Meetings and Collaboration
Response 126: When this planning effort was initiated 2010, it was not common practice for the BLM to extend 
Cooperating Agency status for Resource Management Plans to municipalities. At that time, Cooperating Agency 
status was offered only to eligible Federal agencies, federally-recognized Indian Tribes, states, and local county gov-
ernments within and adjacent to the planning area, pursuant to Federal regulations at 43 CFR 1610.3. Local counties 
were recognized as having socio-economic expertise that could inform BLM’s land use planning process, on behalf of 
the municipalities within that county. For the development of the RMPs for the two NCAs and the Amendment to the 
St. George RMP, Cooperating Agency status was, therefore, extended to the following counties: Washington County, 
Utah; Mojave County, Arizona, and Lincoln County, Nevada, and the State of Utah, as well as to the Tribes listed in 
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS. Washington County, Mojave County, and the State of Utah accepted the invitation to be 
Cooperating Agencies for this planning process and signed Memoranda of Understanding with the BLM that memo-
rialized their roles and responsibilities.

The BLM used the input from the public, other Federal and State agencies, Tribes, the Cooperating Agencies, and oth-
er local governmental entities in the development of the range of alternatives considered in the Draft RMP and Draft 
EIS. Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, the BLM has held several meetings with the Cooperating Agencies to resolve 
issues and concerns raised during the public comment period. All comments received during the scoping and public 
comment periods have been considered in the BLM’s decision-making process.

Associated Comments: 

I am opposed to the BLM not allowing each municipality to be included in decision making. [3400-1]

This whole process without county and municipal input in collaborative discussions is just unacceptable. [3489-2]

I have great concerns about the draft BLM management plan. There was no effort to consult with local agencies and 
municipalities. [3787-1]

In the frequently-mentioned Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 (OPLMA), language was included that 
required the BLM to communicate with the City of St. George regarding future resource management plans. This did 
not happen. We have no record of any conversation, meeting, or document wherein any input was sought of the City 
regarding the development of the Draft Resource Management Plan in question! This is not only unfortunate, but in 

my view, illegal. An act of the US Congress, certainly ought to be adhered to. The BLM has failed to meet this point of 
law. [3926-1]

These lands have been enjoyed under their current level of protection by many, many people. Plans have been stud-
ied and made for the eventual construction of additional transportation, water and utility corridors. Yet despite the 
efforts of various local governments and agencies to responsibly operate now and plan for the future, the BLM has 
failed in every way to communicate in real time as to how these lands should best be managed. I am personally disap-
pointed and frankly offended at this lack of respect to local officials and citizens. Further, and even more importantly, 
I'm astounded by the arrogant and blatant disregard of the BLM to follow federal law and past agreements. Given 
these facts, and given the BLM's lack of willingness to delay and modify the Draft RMPs, I wish to express my sup-
port, as the Mayor of St. George, Utah, of Alternative A of the Draft Resource Management Plan. [3926-6]

BLM has failed to collaborate with local governments, including the district, including but not limited to omitting to 
invite any but Washington County, Mojave County and the state of Utah to participate as cooperating agencies. The 
virtually complete omission to honor the cooperation and collaboration requirements imposed by agency guidance 
has clearly resulted in the community response sought to be avoided by the established guidance, in the form of ex-
tensive opposition from local governments across the county. In addition, the DRMP reflects a resultant clear failure 
to take into account various factors that should have been accounted for in the analysis and selection of alternatives. 
Indeed, it is apparent that BLM ignored virtually every point offered by the district during scoping. See Attachment 
A. It should not be necessary to reiterate here the requirements for cooperation and collaboration explicit in FLPMA's 
implementing regulations and in BLM guidance provided in its manual and guidebook [4674-3]

While the ultimate responsibility regarding land use plan decisions on BLM administered lands rests with the BLM 
official, managers have discovered that when people, communities, and government work together toward a common 
objective, there is significant improvement in the stewardship of BLM's lands. A collaborative approach to plan-
ning means that the BLM must strive to work together with Federal, tribal, State, and local governments and other 
interested parties from the earliest stages and throughout the planning process to address common needs and goals 
within the planning area. BLM Man11al 1601(1 1/ 22/ 00), Section .06C2. The BLM Land Planning Handbook further 
clarifies the standard that was missed in preparing the DRMP: While the ultimate responsibility regarding land use 
plan decisions on BLM-administered lands rests with BLM officials, it is recognized that individuals, communities, 
and governments working together toward commonly understood objectives yields a significant improvement in the 
stewardship of public lands. Benefits of building collaborative partnerships include improving communication, devel-
oping a greater understanding of different perspectives, and finding solutions to issues and problems . . .. A collabora-
tive approach to planning entails BLM working with Tribal, state, and local governments; Federal agencies; and other 
interested parties; from the earliest stages and continuing throughout the planning process, to address common needs 
and goals within the planning area.... Although the initial stages of developing an open and inclusive process are time 
consuming, the potential returns from relationship building, cost savings, and durability of decisions more than com-
pensate for this effort. BLM Land Use Planning Handbook 1601-1(03/ 1 1/ 015), Section I.D. [4674-5]

BLM has indicated that the time remaining is limited due to court action having nothing to do with the interests of 
local communities. Only if the specific concerns set forth below are properly corrected in the final plan may the con-
cerns about failure to collaborate and coordinate be minimized. Recommendation * Correct the errors of the DRMP 
as recommended below to avoid further compromise of the relationship between BLM and local governments in 
Washington County and fatal flaws in the RMP. The district will cooperate and collaborate in any manner that would 
help to achieve this goal. [4674-6]

It is my request that your office coordinate and collaborate with our local county, city and water conservancy district 
leaders to resolve these issues. [4675-14]

As I read through the plan there was a provision that indicated the need to include the local governments in the pro-
cess of developing the plan. I see a comment that Washington County and the City of St. George were at least con-
sulted. I am the City Manager of Hurricane City and we were never consulted about the plan. Hurricane has a plan 
for a road that has been discussed with UDOT and is on their planning agenda that would connect Hurricane to I-15 
north through Leeds. This would require a corridor through the eastern portion of the Red Cliffs NCRA if I read the 



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 397396

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J

maps correctly. We have not been consulted and I see no provision for this plan. This has been brought to the atten-
tion of the BLM in past years so there should be at least awareness that this was the City's plan. This conservation in 
conjunction with drafting this plan has not taken place. I feel this is a breach of duty by those drafting the plan with is 
in direct conflict with the regulations governing the establishment of the plan. [4708-6]

Federal law provides that local government entities are to be "consulted with" on BLM plans and/or that such plans 
are to be developed in 'collaboration" with local government entities. Despite this mandate by federal Law (including 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, the Washington County Land Bill, also known as the Omnibus 
Lands Bill of 2009, and the Code of Federal Regulations), the above referenced plans were prepared without consulta-
tion or collaboration with Ivins City even though almost all of Ivins City's northern boundary abuts to a protected 
tortoise habitat conservation area. Therefore, Ivins City has been deprived of the "meaningful public involvement" by 
local government officials that federal law requires and its legal rights to be involved in the process have been violated. 
[5901-1]

Furthermore, at no time did the BLM request to coordinate their planning ideas with Ivins City's existing plans (43 
CFR 1610.3-1) and the BLM did not collaborate with Ivins City to evaluate the alternatives or to identify a preferred 
alternative 4(3 CFR 1610.4-7). Ivins City also objects to the elimination of any language that requires local govern-
ment collaboration and cooperation in public land management. [5901-2]

The RMPs (and their implementation) are to be a collaborative process as well. The rules and policies of the BLM 
stress collaboration and coordination with local governments; yet most of the potential partners were not invited to 
participate as cooperating agents. [6294-2]

The Draft RMP Violated OPLMA, FLPMA and Other Administratively Adopted BLM Manuals Since the Drafters 
Limited its Collaboration Efforts With Certain Governmental Entities and Persons Of Interest. Toquerville has some 
general concerns that the governmental entities and persons/parties of interests involved in the creation draft RMP 
was inadequate, intentionally limited and does not conform to the principals and standards set forth in OPLMA, 
FLPMA and other administratively adopted BLM manuals. According to the draft RMP's introduction, the drafting 
process was one of "public collaboration", which included open houses, public meetings, hundreds of newsletters, 
comments from members of the public, and representatives from federal agencies, state representatives, and local 
governments. See Draft RMP at vii-ix (July 2015). While Toquerville does not contend that the stated planning pro-
cess did not include those efforts, Toquerville does contend that the drafters excluded several governmental entities 
and individuals or parties of interest from its process. By excluding others from the planning process, the alternatives 
in the draft RMP do not reflect a proper balance between protecting public land and the realization of utility and the 
beneficial purpose of public land preservation and designation. [6423-1]

By way of example, OPLMA requires the drafters of the draft RPM to collaborate and consult with "appropriate State, 
tribal, and local governmental entities; and members of the public." OPLMA 1974(d)(2), 1975(d)(2), 123 STAT. at 
1082, 1084. Further, the National Environmental Policy Act, the FLPMA, and the Administrative Procedures Act 
all require that the BLM to "encourage" and ''facilitate" public involvement in decision making. See Bureau of Land 
Management Utah NEPA Guidebook, at 17 (2009) (emphasis added). In fact, the BLM "should involve the public to 
the fullest extent possible." Id. at 18. Not only does the BLM's own policy require full cooperation and collaboration 
with all governmental entities and the public, Section 1610.2(c) of Title 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations ("CPR") 
requires that when the BLM starts to amend a RMP, the public notice must contain the general types of issues antici-
pated and the kind and extent of public participation opportunities. Local governmental agencies have special rights 
to participate in the RMP under 43 C.F.R. 1610.4-4 regarding: (c) Resource demand forecasts and analyses relevant 
to the resource area; (/) Opportunities to resolve public issues and management concerns; (g) Degree of local depen-
dence on resources from public lands: [6423-2]

The BLM has failed or refused to cooperate and collaborate with local governments, persons and groups, which is 
a violation of the OPLMA, FLPMA, federal regulations governing the BLM, Utah law (to the extent it is not pre-
empted), and the BLM's own policies. Thus, it would be proper for SGFO and the BLM to consider revisiting the draft 
RMP by re-opening the drafting process and including all those who have been excluded. IF SGFO AND THE BLM 

DO NOT BELIEVE THAT RE-OPENING THE DRAFTING PROCESS IS A VIABLE OPTION GIVEN THE YEARS 
SPENT PREPARING THE DRAFT RMP [6423-5]

Toquerville believes the draft RMP violates the above referenced federal statutes and administrative regulations. The 
BLM has a duty to involve and work with local municipalities, counties and state agencies in the draft RMP's plan-
ning and drafting process. Involving all local governmental entities as well as persons and parties in interest would 
have ensured that the resulting draft RMP would fully and fairly consider the concerns and interest of all. Doing this 
only fulfills the BLM's duties to involve others to the "maximum extent" possible. See 43 U.S.C. 1712(c)(9); 43 C.F.R. 
1610.3-2. Even though this public comment period is now open to those who have been excluded from the "collab-
orative efforts' that does not negate the federal requirements listed above. One would think that by aJlowing other 
interested agencies to comment and collaborate during the planning process, that would provide invaluable insight to 
help the drafters to create alternatives more conducive to all needs (i.e. BLM, SGFO, Washington County, local mu-
nicipalities and persons/parties of interest), and not just a select few. Given the breadth and length of the draft RMP, 
the BLM should have let more individuals and governments participate rather than less. [6423-6]

Lack of coordination and collaboration. The BLM has not coordinated or collaborated with the City of St. George in 
understanding our position or allowing our input before the draft was released. In fact, since the release of the draft, 
we have had two meetings with BLM officials compared to zero before it was released. It appears that the BLM is not 
concerned about the positions of the local elected officials, especially concerning is the apparent policy shift in the 
draft where in alternative A, nearly every page has language about cooperating, collaborating or coordinating with 
local governments; however, in alternatives B, C, and D this language has been removed and there is no reference 
to working with local governments. The City has been an active supporter of the HCP agreement and contributed 
millions of dollars to help reach the goals of that plan. We have worked with the HCP committee to widen roads, 
drill wells, extend water lines always following the Utility Development Protocol and all have been satisfied with the 
projects. It seems very apparent that federal statutes, regulations, and policies require and encourage coordination 
and collaboration with local government. We do not believe we have to quote federal law to a federal agency but it 
very evident that coordination is required and that requirement was not followed as far as the City of St. George is 
concerned. We find it disconcerting that no one asked us about our General Plan or our Master Utility Plan when 
deciding on whether to allow new corridors, easements or development of precious water resources, let alone the pos-
sibility of reducing those opportunities. [6424-10]

The Gunlock Special Service District's primary function is to provide culinary water to its users. The Gunlock Special 
Service District feels that we were not included in the collaboration and cooperation with the BLM on any of the 
alternatives which affect our ability to provide water to our users. [6451-1]

I am a member of the Washington Land Use Authority. We have spent many years developing land use plans for use 
of private lands within the county. I do not recall having the BLM consult with our Land Use Authority. It seems rea-
sonable that coordination between the BLM and the Land Use Authority should have occurred. [6470-5]

The BLM work with the irrigation companies to adequately address their concerns. [6486-54]

The governor's state planning coordinator should have assisted in the preparation of these draft plans and the Public 
Land s Policy Coordinating Office should work through [6486-84]

Response 127: There has been no rewriting of objectives in the new RMPs. The commenter is referring to language 
in the St. George Field Office RMP (Alternative A, No Action). The new RMPs are not rewrites, but new RMPs 
developed for the recently designated NCAs. BLM has included language in the new RMPs about coordinating and 
cooperating with federal, state, local, and tribal governments (See Tables 2-1, 2-15, 2-16, 2-26, 2-31, 2-33, 2-36, 2-49, 
2-50, 2-54, 2-65, 2-67, 2-72 of the DEIS). It is not necessary or required by law or policy to state that coordination will 
occur under every resource or resource use section of an RMP. BLM will continue to work with local governments, 
as outlined in CEQ and BLM regulations, and does not intend to imply that by not including coordination language 
under every section of the RMPs indicates that BLM will cease coordinating or cooperating with local governments. 
The BLM will continue to coordinate with Washington County and other partners in the future, as appropriate.

Associated Comments: 
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The BLM absolutely should not eliminate language which requires local collaboration and cooperation in public land 
management! There is already a climate of "Here Comes the Feds with a one size fits all prescription for______ (fill 
in the blank)" The locals have considerable attachment to and love of the wide open spaces you administer and want 
their input considered. [1-11]

The elimination of language requiring local collaboration and cooperation in public land management; [125-5]

The 2009 Washington Lands Bill is ignored both in spirit and letter. The promises made during these negotiations 
have been ignored. Furthermore, the fact that language encouraging cooperation with local officials has been re-
moved. That is deeply troubling as it has historically been included and its absence signals an antagonistic relationship 
going forward. [2881-1]

The plan alternatives will not have future collaboration with other partners. This is VERY disturbing! The plan com-
pletely disregards the lands bill congressional legislation. How can the BLM unilaterally disregard legislation and even 
its own agency guidance and directives? I would request that the plan be ''reopened'' to allow for accurate consider-
ation of plans and information which is currently neglected in the plan. [3787-5]

BDWNCA. I oppose the removal of "Cooperation and Coordination" Language I object to the removal of 
Cooperation and Coordination language. See 43 U.S.C. 1712, 43 CFR 1610.3-1, and 42 U.S.C. 4331. Past verbiage 
included that the BLM would have cooperation and coordination with local governments, local land owners in 
determining how to manage resources. By the BLM excluding this verbiage it signifies that the BLM will make these 
determinations and decisions on their own accord. In by doing so the BLM will not have the economic growth and 
development in mind which will in turn destroy economic growth in my land and those around. I propose including 
the prior "Cooperation and Coordination" Language back into the Alternatives B, C and D to be consistent within the 
RMP, FLPMA, NEPA and the BLM Desk Guide. [4676-4]

I object to the removal of Cooperation and Coordination language. See 43 U.S.C. 1712, 43 CFR 1610 3-1, and 42 
U.S.C. 4331. Past verbiage included that the BLM would have cooperation and coordination with local governments, 
local land owners in determinations and decisions on their own accord. In by doing so the BLM will not have the eco-
nomic growth and development in mind which will in turn destroy economic growth in my land and those around. 
I propose including the prior "Cooperation and Coordination" Language back into the Alternatives B, C, and D to be 
consistent within the RMP, FLPMA, NEPA and the BLM Desk Guide. [4680-6]

I would urge increased cooperation of BLM with Washington County and the adjoining Counties that may be af-
fected by this planning effort. Any wording that reduces cooperation between local, county, or state agencies should 
be eliminated from all the alternatives [4704-7]

Page 157 and page 274 - Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management - The emphasis in the current plan, 
Alternative A (no action) objectives is to work closely with Washington County officials, municipalities and the Utah 
Department of Transportation to ensure that the use and enjoyment of existing roads is permitted under safe and 
prudent conditions and that there is cooperation in defining and planning for future transportation needs. That coop-
erative emphasis is missing from all the other alternatives. It is a step backwards to de-emphasize the spirit of coop-
eration that has existed between the BLM and the local communities for many years. Washington County has in the 
recent past worked with BLM personnel to effectively repair flood damage and make improvements to prevent future 
flood damage along Old Highway 91, the Lytle Ranch Road, the Road to Motoqua, and the Kolob Mountain Road. It 
would be disappointing and counterproductive to lose any of this spirit of cooperation because of a de-emphasis in 
the alternatives. [4713-6]

Rewriting the objectives in each section of the plan to eliminate language requiring cooperating and coordinating 
with local governments in planning. This is especially troubling given the SGFO's potential violations of its require-
ments to coordinate and cooperate with the county and other local governments in drafting the RMP. [5679-19]

The most pervasive and egregious policy shift in the draft RMP is the systematic language change from working 
with state and local government on land management to almost entirely omitting any reference to local input or lo-
cal interests. In Alternative A of the draft RMP, nearly every page has language about cooperating, collaborating, or 
coordinating with local governments. Alternatives B, C, and D do not contain any language about working with local 

governments. This shift is contrary to federal and state statutes and policies, the county's General Plan, and the HCP 
Implementation Agreement to which the county and BLM are signatories. It also ignores a productive past relation-
ship of coordination. The county expects that the collaborative language found throughout Alternative A and the 
references to jointly developed plans will be carried forward into the final RMP. [5679-89]

(Page 8.) The RMP must be written in accordance with local plans unless the local plans are in violation of a federal 
statue, regulation, or policy. The county is not aware of anything that would prohibit the BLM from working closely 
with the county. Integrating local plans into the RMP would serve the BLM well by helping to build public confidence 
in BLM plans. The collaborative language found throughout Alternative A satisfies the county plan, and needs to be 
included in the final RMP. [5679-90]

Fire and Fuels Management 75 and 194 Management action in alternatives B, C, and D need to include the lan-
guage from Alternative A about collaborating with livestock operators, UDWR, and the Washington County Water 
Conservancy District in establishing specific management objectives. [5679-138]

Native Vegetation Communities 187 2-41 Modify Alternatives B, C, and D to include language from Alternative A 
about including UDWR, and Washington County Water Conservancy District along with livestock operators in site 
specific plan preparation. [5679-169]

Removing existing language about cooperating and coordinating with local governments. While I understand that 
the law still requires BLM to cooperate with state and local governments, I find it troubling to see the removal of the 
language that indicated a willingness to cooperate. I want to see BLM openly recognizing in the RMP that it is a high 
priority to cooperate with local governments. [4675-7], [5910-3]

The re-writing of the objectives in each section of the SGFO current RMP to eliminate language requiring cooperat-
ing and coordinating with local governments in planning. [6423-12]

Collaboration Efforts Language removed. As stated above, the Act and Utah law require that the BLM and local 
governmental agencies to cooperate with each other. Alternatives B, C, and D do not offer that language. By omitting 
the cooperative language from the alternatives, those alternatives violate the Act and Utah law. Toquerville requests 
Alternative A's language and finds Alternatives B, C, and D do not conform to the Acts requirements. [6423-35]

Alternative A is the only alternative that states the BLM will coordinate with local and state agencies on any and all 
matters which is required by NEPA and which is required in Memorandum of Understanding and agreements with 
the county and local cities. The mandates of FLPMA, and federal regulations at 43 CFR 1610, provide specific direc-
tion for BLM's land use planning process. FLPMA directs BLM to prepare RMPs to protect the scientific, scenic, 
historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water, and cultural resource values of the public lands; and 
to use an interdisciplinary approach in the development of management alternatives. Section 202 of FLPMA directs 
BLM to consult with American Indian Tribes, coordinate with other federal agencies, state, and local governments, 
and encourage public participation during the land use planning process. [6486-3]

Response 128: All agencies participating as cooperating agencies have been given opportunities to participate during 
various steps of the planning process, including briefings, requests for input on draft alternatives and formal reviews 
of the administrative DEIS, and identification of issues and data during public scoping and the DEIS public comment 
period, as required by 40 CFR 1503.2 and 40 CFR 1506.10. Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, the BLM has held 
several meetings with the Cooperating Agencies to resolve issues and concerns raised during the public comment pe-
riod. While the laws and regulations associated with cooperating agencies and coordination with other federal agen-
cies and state, local, and tribal governments, state that coordination must occur; they do not prescribe the methods 
necessary to meet the legal or regulatory requirements. Based on the coordination efforts describe above, the BLM 
has met the legal and regulatory requirements for coordination to date, as described in Chapter 3, Consultation and 
Coordination, of the Proposed RMPs/Proposed RMP Amendment/Final EIS.

Associated Comments: 



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 401400

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J

There was no transparency as a local field office employee and DC bureaucrats wrote this plan without openness and 
local participation. [2881-1]

Federal law requires the BLM to coordinate with local governments and with the general public when preparing a 
new land management plan. This is according to Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, signed into LAW 
on March 30, 2009. [3032-1]

The local agencies have worked together with regulating agencies in the past to preserve public lands while accessing 
the land for necessary uses. The whole community deserves to be involved in the use of these lands. [3043-1]

It is imperative that a dialogue take place between locals and BLM officials. While I really like some of what the BLM 
wants to do, there are many factors to consider and folks (even folks I don''t agree with our care for) deserve their say. 
[3139-1]

I believe it imperative that BLM staff and leadership work with Washington County officials and elected leaders to re-
solve Washington County public lands management issues. Having the BLM staff alone dictate what alternative shall 
be implemented with no regard to Washington County official input is an unacceptable situation. [3170-1]

I am appalled at the lack of local input from those who settled and tamed this desert, and Southern Utah. The BLM 
needs to work with local elected officials in drafting these plans so they can represent the interests of those who 
elected them (that is why they are elected by us). [3390-1]

The counties and state should have most of the final say in any specific dispositions of these lands. it is an extreme 
over reach of the government to do anything otherwise. [3394-1]

p899 section 5-7 Consistency with State and Local Plans. If FLPMA Section 202(b) requires the involvement of state 
and local officials in the planning process why were there no reviews of the plans by local cities or transportation 
planning office noted. The answer is that there were no reviews! [5673-21]

Washington County calls on BLM to accept the county's input and select alternatives that are in line with county long 
term plans and resource goals. Specifically, Washington County calls on the BLM to show a true spirit of cooperation 
and honor the intent of OPLMA in regards to clarifying BLM's intent to cooperate fully with partners in implement-
ing the RMPs, protected species management, wildlife habitat management, recreation planning, grazing, water 
rights, wilderness, and several other areas of concern that will be discussed at length below. The county expects to be 
able to resolve concerns by working closely with BLM as the final RMP is drafted. [5679-6]

The SGFO has not met all of the required federal guidelines or provisions of the contractual agreement between the 
county and BLM regarding the county's participation in developing the draft RMP. (See, e.g., 43 CFR 1610.3-1 & 4-4 
and 40 CFR 1501.6.) While this comment may discuss county participation in relation to various objections, this 
comment does not address all of the county's grievances regarding the BLM's failure to honor the county's cooperat-
ing agency status. However, reviewers should be aware that the draft RMP entirely fails to address differences between 
county recommendations and BLM proposals, as required in the cooperating agency agreement. Furthermore, the 
county is not aware of any impact on the draft RMP from its participation and comments on the administrative draft. 
[5679-7]

As the designated socio-economic expert in the Cooperating Agency MOU with BLM, Washington County should 
have the opportunity to analyze the impacts of introducing non-native species on the economy and culture of 
Washington County. [5679-47]

None of the initial, limited cooperating agency meetings led the county to believe that this was an option being con-
sidered by the BLM. For something of this magnitude, it is appropriate to include it in the initial scoping to seek input 
from the public and cooperating agencies at the earliest reasonable time. Instead, what has happened in the draft 
RMP is that the first time the public was informed of the possibility, they were given very limited choices between the 
alternatives, and no choice in the action alternatives as to the size or location. When the county first became aware, 
while reviewing the administrative draft, of the possibility of a multi-species management area, the county informed 
the BLM of its opposition to the designation. Rather than remove the proposal, which was only in Alternative C of the 
administrative draft, BLM included it in Alternatives B, C, and D of the draft RMP. Alternatives B, C, and D do not 

differ regarding the size, location, land tenure, land use, and vegetation management because in each of those aspects 
all action alternatives propose the same actions. [5679-54]

BLM's Lack of Notice to, and failure to include input form cooperating agency Washington City by the BLM in prepa-
ration on and release of its draft RMP and EIS (in disregard or violation of the letter and intent of the OMNI BUS 
Public Land Management Act of 2009) See document [5682-2]

We find it imperative that the Bureau of Land Management and local government official’s work together to cre-
ate local land use management plans that are agreeable and functional to both the agency and the local citizens. We 
recognize that the Washington County Commission has worked tirelessly with the BLM to settle issues over land use. 
We would request that the BLM and the St. George Field Office work more closely with the county commission to 
adhere to local land use management plans and to work collaboratively, when necessary, to develop any updates to 
land management plans. [5909-2]

I am writing to let you know how extremely disappointed I am with the draft of resource management plan for the 
Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs National Conservation Areas. I feel Washington County is home to well managed, 
vibrant communities, with capable leaders that should have been, but were not consulted when this proposal was 
drafted. This is a grave oversight, as well as what I see as an illegal disregard to the agreement requiring local collabo-
ration and cooperation in public lands management. [5925-1]

I protest the process by which the Draft Resource Management Plan was developed. It appears to have been drafted 
mostly in a process that has shut out local officials and citizens. This closed door process fosters suspicion and mis-
trust. [6028-1]

I oppose the new draft management plan. The local communities need to be consulted and included in any land use 
plan. [6090-1]

The Public law requires consultation with appropriate STATE, and LOCAL authorities. Requests from local County 
(Commission) and State (Secretary of Agriculture) indicates that consultation was either nonexistent insufficient or 
ignored. [6245-3]

Specifically I oppose: 3. Any regulations that do not require the input and collaboration of/with Washington County 
elected government leaders. [6251-4]

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has failed to comply with the cooperating agency language found in the 
Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 (the Act). The agency's release of the Draft Resource Management 
Plan (RMP) for the Red Cliffs Natiqnal Conservation Area (NCA) openly disregards clearly stated cooperative provi-
sions placed in the Act. The Act was developed over several years with input from many stakeholders in Southern 
Utah. The proposals made in the BLM's Draft RMP constitute a departure from the locally driven agreements made 
in the provisions of the Act relating to Washington County (the County). Language in the Act requires that any RMP 
governing NCA's in the County would include real and significant cooperation and input from the commission-
ers. The Draft RMP is a clear demonstration that the BLM is failing to adhere to both the letter and spirit of the law. 
[6422-2]

Additionally, local governmental agencies have special rights to participate in the planning and drafting process un-
der 43 C.F.R. 1601.0-S(e), which states, "Cooperating agencies will participate in the various steps of BLM's planning 
process as feasible, given the constraints of their resources and expertise." [6423-3]

Any proposal to close federal lands to a particular use must be reviewed with the county after public hearings and 
meetings with county officials. [6486-66]

In spite of statutory requirements, these plans have not been developed in full cooperation with county government 
and the water district. [6486-70]

BLM must coordinate with other federal, state and local planning efforts before making decisions about the present 
and future uses of public lands. [6486-82]
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Response 129: The BLM is aware that there are specific County and State plan decisions relevant to aspects of public 
land management that are discrete from, and independent of, Federal law. However, the BLM is bound by Federal 
law. The FLPMA requires that the development of an RMP for public lands must be coordinated and consistent with 
County plans, to the maximum extent possible by law, and inconsistencies between Federal and non-Federal govern-
ment plans be resolve to the extent practical (FLPMA, Title II Sec. 202 (c)(9)). As a consequence, where State and 
local plans conflict with Federal law there will be an inconsistency that cannot be resolved or reconciled. Thus, while 
County and Federal planning processes, under FLPMA, are required to be as integrated and consistent as practical, 
the Federal agency planning process is not bound by or subject to County plans, planning processes, or planning 
stipulations. The BLM has identified these conflicts in the FEIS/Proposed RMPs/Proposed Plan Amendment (see 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS), so that the State and local governments have a complete understanding of the impacts of the 
FEIS/Proposed RMPs/Proposed Plan Amendment on State and local management options.

Associated Comments: 

 1.6.2, Page # 33, BLM. A Desk Guide to Cooperating Agency Relationships and Coordination with 
Intergovernmental Partners. 2012 clearly states on Page 31: "The BLM has a responsibility to coordinate with other 
government units. To the extent practicable, the BLM will seek to maximize consistency with the plans and poli-
cies of other government entities. This responsibility applies weather or not a CA relationship has been established. 
"FLPMA,43 U.S.C. 1712(c) (BLM) in the development and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall . . . FLPMA, 
43 U.S.C. 1712(c) (BLM) In the development and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall (9) to the extent 
consistent with the laws governing the administration of the public lands, coordinate the land use inventory, plan-
ning, and management activities of or for such lands with the land use planning and management programs of other 
Federal departments and agencies and of the States and local governments within which the lands are located and of 
or for Indian tribes by, among other things, considering the policies of approved State and tribal land resource man-
agement programs. In implementing this directive, the Secretary shall, to the extent he finds practical, keep apprised 
of State, local, and tribal land use plans; [4709-2]

The draft plans are not consistent with county plans. The draft RMP claims such consistency, but as will be discussed 
in the specific objections, there are many inconsistencies in the various alternatives. The county hopes to have these 
issues resolved in the draft RMP before it is finalized and will work diligently with BLM to do so. [5679-4]

Another reason that corridor options should be included in all alternatives is because Alternatives B and C do not 
align with the county's general plan. BLM planning documents need to align with local planning documents unless 
doing so would violate a federal statute, regulation or guideline. The Washington County General Plan includes a 
Master Transportation Map that shows various options for the northern corridor. BLM is failing to coordinate with 
the county plan and with its cooperating agency agreement by including two alternatives that would not allow for the 
construction of a northern corridor and failing to articulate in the draft how including corridor designations in those 
alternatives would violate federal standards. [5679-96]

Response 130: The BLM did meet with all the affected permittees in March 2013 to discuss the range of alterna-
tives considered in the DEIS. Livestock grazing on BLM lands in Utah is guided by the Taylor Grazing Act, FLPMA, 
the Public Rangelands Improvement Act, the grazing regulations codified in 43 CFR part 4100, Utah Standards 
for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing Management (Appendix D of the DEIS), and in the case of the 
Beaver Dam Wash NCA OPLMA section 1975 (e) (4) which states that; “GRAZING.—The grazing of livestock in the 
National Conservation Area, where established before the date of enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to contin-
ue—(A) subject to—(i) such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary considers necessary; and 
(ii) applicable law (including regulations); and (B) in a manner consistent with the purpose described in subsection 
(a).” Subsection (a) states that;“PURPOSE: The purpose of this section is to conserve, protect, and enhance for the 
benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, histori-
cal, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area."OPLMA spe-
cifically provides for continued livestock grazing, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and in a man-
ner that is consistent with the conservation purpose for which Congress designated the NCA. In the DEIS, the BLM 

analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) to address livestock 
grazing in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The Proposed RMP has been developed to comply with OPLMA's mandates 
regarding the continuation of livestock grazing in the NCA. Livestock grazing will continue to be authorized through 
federal grazing permits and managed in compliance with Allotment Management Plans. Land health assessments will 
continue to be conducted on a regular basis to ensure that Utah Standards and Guides are being met and that live-
stock grazing is conducted in a manner that is consistent with the purpose of the NCA. Grazing permit renewals will 
be subject to a NEPA process that includes public involvement.

Associated Comments: 

FLPMA and other laws require the BLM to support fair, cooperative management between the BLM and permittees, 
and the BLM should collaborate with ranchers to develop grazing systems that serve both the BLM and the ranchers 
not try to take their AUMS away. [6486-25]

Response 131: Initially, the BLM provided the public with 90 days to review and comment on the Draft RMPs/Draft 
Plan Amendment/EIS, as required by the BLM land use planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.2(E)). The standard com-
ment period for a Draft EIS is 45 days in accordance with CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1506.10(C). Per CEQ regula-
tions, the BLM planning and NEPA processes are integrated. Therefore, the BLM provides a 90-day comment period 
doubling the amount of time for the public to review and comment on the Draft RMPs/Draft Plan Amendment/EIS. 
After receiving several request for additional time to comment, the BLM Utah State Director announced in a press 
release on October 13, 2015 that an additional 30 days would be allowed for public comment, for a total comment 
period of 120 days. The BLM made the RMPs/Draft Plan Amendment/EIS available, free of charge to the public, in a 
variety of mediums, including paper, CD, and online. In an effort to provide additional time for citizens to ask ques-
tions about the draft plans or learn more about submitting substantive comments, the BLM St. George Field Office 
extended its regular office hours several times before the comment period closed on November 16. BLM staff familiar 
with the draft plans and draft amendment were made available to answer specific plan-related questions from 5 to 7 
p.m. on the following dates; Tuesdays: October 27, November 3, and November 10; and from 9 to 11 a.m. on the fol-
lowing Saturdays: October 24 and November 7. Finally, the BLM held three open houses around the State to facilitate 
review of the Draft RMPs/Draft Plan Amendment/EIS.

Associated Comments: 

The BLM Management Plan should have more public input. [3595-1]

I really disagree with multiple issues within your proposed plan. The first and foremost issue that I have with it is your 
time you have alloted for public comments. You state that you will not look or give as much credit to issues addressed 
on broad ranges, that you want us as citizens to give specific objections. I even read a statement from one of your per-
sonel that suggested that we as the public should read and understand the plans, then we can give specific feedback. 
I currently am a city council member and have had the opportunity to have legal council review your plan for specif-
ics, however the common citizen may not have that option. You print a book that is 3 inches thick with thousands of 
pages and take over 5 years for you to get to know and understand it, then you expect us as the public to get to know 
and understand it enough to give specific feed back within 90 days of this being released. I will send specific in my 
follow up email. [3816-1]

Taking into account supporting documents, even with the time extension, there has not been sufficient time to 
adequately review and analyze the substance and implications of this plan. Given the important role of BLM land 
management to functioning communities in Washington County, the significance of the restrictions on the ability to 
review this plan cannot be minimized the district reiterates the points set forth in its request for BLM to extend the 
comment deadline on this plan. [4674-2]

I respectfully request that you substantially extend the comment period for comments on the draft mana gement 
plans for the RedCliff and Beaver Dam wash NCA and amendment to the BLM SGFO RMP. [4688-4]
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In addition to the bullet points listed below, there has not been sufficient time to allow for the public to make com-
ments on this project. The BLM has worked on this plan for five (5) years; we the people have ninety (90) days. 
[5184-1]

I appreciate the decision to extend the comment period which has made it possible for me to express my thoughts 
and opinions. [5680-2]

I feel there are several other components in this plan that would have a negative effect if implemented as proposed 
in some of the versions. I would ask you to consider an extension to allow more time, and discussion including local 
leaders before any permanent agreement is adopted. [5925-5]

With regard to the Draft Resource Management Plans for the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs National 
Conservation Areas, the Draft Amendment to the St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan, and the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, an extension of at least 90 days to the public comment period set to expire on 
October 15 is necessary to allow The Town of Apple Valley to adequately respond on behalf of its citizens. [6000-2]

 The Bureau of Land Management routinely grants extensions to public comment periods and nowhere is it more 
warranted than in this case. When your office has taken over six years to prepare these draft plans, which exceed 
1,100 pages length, the minimum 90 days required under BLM policy is insufficient to permit our local governments 
to review and adequately comment on plans that we have had no participation in up to this point. Nothing in your 
policy requires you to limit the public comment period to 90 days. Not to grant an extension of at least 90 days would 
be unfair to the citizens of our city, and undemocratic. [6000-3]

At this time, the Town of Apple Valley is only requesting a 90 day extension, even though your office has combined 
two new plans and one plan amendment into one public comment period. In reality, you should at least be providing 
90 days per document for a total of 270 days. Instead, you are only providing us 30 days to comment on each docu-
ment. A request of 90 more days is very reasonable, in light of all the circumstances. [6000-4]

The Washington County Water Conservancy District requests a time extension of 180 days to respond to the 
Draft Resource Management Plans for Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National 
Conservation Area and a Draft Amendment to the St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan/Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement ("Draft Plans") released on or about July 17, 2015. [6010-1]

The existing comment period of 90 days is clearly inadequate to allow for adequate review and preparation of the 
comments necessary to comply with BLM's comment guidelines. [6010-5]

I am requesting an extension of the comment time frame to more fully allow the input in response to this current 
situation. [6013-1]

I am requesting an extension of the comment time frame to more fully allow the input in response to this current 
situation. [6023 1]

The response period allocated is totally inadequate for a plan of 1100 pages which has taken 5 years to produce. The 
comment and response period needs to be extended to at least one year. [6050-3]

I would ask that you extend the period of time for comments on the proposal plan beyond October 15, 2015. The 
extended time is needed to digest the massive volume of information found in this proposed plan. [6061-1]

I am writing to express my displeasure for your new plan for Washington County. Could you please schedule more 
time to meet with our community leaders and respond to our concerns. [6201-1]

Please extend the comment period another 90 days for me to fully digest the implications of the amendments. 
[6281-1]

And, unless "prohibited" by Federal law, an extension of the time for comments-as requested by the county-would 
have (a) gone far to dispel any perception that "the decision was already made" and that "the comments didn't make 
any difference", and (b) provided additional time for the BLM to receive and consider input that may have made a 
substantive difference in the outcome of your review process. [6294-3]

We were encouraged to hear that on Monday, September 28, Brian Tritle, Washington County Field Office Manager, 
met with Washington County Commissioners and agreed to delay the Draft RMP process. He promised to revisit the 
effort and submit a Supplemental Draft. It is our hope that in this renewed effort, the BLM will more closely col-
laborate with the County as a cooperating entity to revise the draft RMP in a way that adheres to and reflects the law. 
[6422-1]

The current comment period for the Draft RMP would give the County and other stakeholders only 90 days to 
respond to a thousand-page document with provisions that either directly or indirectly violate Congressional intent 
behind the law or fail to take into consideration the needs of the County.[6422-3]

The OPLMA was enacted on March 30, 2009. The Secretary had until March 30, 2012 to develop a comprehensive 
plan for the NCAs with the assistance of local agencies and the public. However, the draft was not even completed 
and open for public comment until July 17, 2015. Not only did the preparers of the draft RPM violate the OPLMA's 
three year deadline, they gave themselves an additional 3 years to complete (6 years total). It is inherently unfair and 
unreasonable for the BLM to take 6 years to create a thousand page novel (the draft RMP) and then give interested 
parties only three months to review, analyze and comment. [6423-7]

Recreation
Response 132: The physically challenged are already covered by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The 
elderly are already one of the largest public lands user groups as evidenced by the fact that Washington County is a 
popular retirement destination because of the recreational opportunities.

Associated Comments: 

Multiple recreation uses must also be provided for the elderly, physically challenged and very young in order to pro-
vide diversity of recreation opportunities [6486-78]

Response 133: Persons with disabilities are covered by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Associated Comments: 

Many of the Alternatives contain provisions that will limit or increase the difficulty of access to the area by people like 
me--geezers--as well as persons with disabilities. [1-1] 

Response 134: Maintaining vehicle access to Sand Cove is difficult as there is constant erosion. In Alternative B, ac-
cess and camping would be maintained. Emergency access is always available and is not subject to planning decisions.

Associated Comments: 

It is hard to comment on the Alternative B Travel Management Plan when it is not yet released, however certain 
assumptions can be made from background commentary in the draft proposal. No new or expansion of motorized 
access is planned nor would be allowed. Camping at Sand Cove Primitive camping area is listed as a walk-pin camp-
site in Alternative B. I believe the unimproved motorized access to the trailhead at the camping area should neither be 
eliminated nor improved. The primitive nature of that access limits use but provides entry for maintenance and en-
forcement and emergency access. Appropriate fencing and/or barricades would prevent motorized access to campsite. 
[5675-1]

Response 135: Allowing camping in these zones in Red Cliffs would be in violation of Washington County's Habitat 
Conservation Plan. In addition, there is little to no demand for non-motorized camping (backpacking) in the NCA's.

Associated Comments: 

Recreation and Visitor Services, 265, 2-65 Remove language prohibiting camping in the rural and frontcountry zones. 
Non-motorized, dispersed camping should be allowed in the zones that are most accessible by the public. Recreation 
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is one of the values listed in OPLMA that is to be conserved and enhanced. Instead of prohibiting dispersed camping, 
educational efforts should focus on encouraging light-impact, responsible dispersed camping. [5679-183]

Response 136: The potential expansion of facilities in the Red Cliffs Recreation Area may be necessary to meet in-
creasing demand. This decision is in place if such expansion becomes necessary.

Associated Comments: 

The Red Cliffs Campground area is a place I frequent as a hiker. I'm noticing an increase in trash along trails (I've 
picked up diapers, food trash, plastic bags and water bottles, articles of clothing), especially after busy weekends. I 
hope BLM's commitment to working with partners will allow a stronger trail stewardship presence. There is an excel-
lent opportunity to educate visitors in high-use areas like this one. I think the campground should continue to allow 
camping and day-use activities in its current configuration. Since there is already plenty of use/pressure, I don't sup-
port Alternative B's direction of expanding the facilities. [6283-4]

Response 137: It is unclear how the commenter knows that 30 dispersed campsites are adequate to meet demand, as 
no supporting information was provided. The use numbers since NCA designation are steadily rising. Planning for 
the expected number of visitors is preferable to choosing a lower number. This would help avoid the visitation prob-
lems that are currently plaguing Zion National Park.

Associated Comments: 

Alternative Table 2-31, Management Action: Alternative C is preferred action because emphasis on primitive designa-
tion. Implementation Decisions: Beaver Dam Wash SRMA, Designated Dispersed Campsites: Alternative C appears 
to be the appropriate alternative based on reduction of campsites east of old highway 91 and with limited new desig-
nated campsites proposed. [6494-15]

Response 138: It is unclear how the commenter knows that 30 dispersed campsites are adequate to meet demand, as 
no supporting information was provided. The use numbers since NCA designation are steadily rising. Planning for 
the expected number of visitors is preferable to choosing a lower number.

Associated Comments: 

Dispersed camping should be limited to 30 sites as set out in Alternative C. Given the current use of the BDWNCA, 
30 disbursed campsites will meet user need, result in a manageable disbursed campsite system, and will protect the 
conservation values of the NCA. If future monitoring indicates a need for additional dispersed campsites, then BLM 
can evaluate additional camping locations at that time. [4678-14]

Dispersed camping should be limited to 30 sites in the front and back country zones and be re-evaluated to the need 
for expansion if capacity dictates. But not to exceed 38. [6286-23]

Response 139: Prior to this planning effort, a thorough inventory of the dispersed campsites in the BDWNCA was 
conducted. This plan includes designating all of those sites and installing a metal fire ring and carsonite marking post 
at each site. The plan also has a decision that allows the development of more dispersed sites if visitor demand indi-
cates a need.

Associated Comments: 

Limit dispersed camping: Dispersed camping is a great management tool to avoid heavy impacts in specific areas. Do 
not define exactly where and how many in the RMP. Dispersed campsites may and should sometimes change and new 
ones added when the need and conditions justify. [5919-7]

Response 140: The area referenced (Virgin River Babylon Mill site) is not in public ownership so a decision is not 
possible. If it were to come into public ownership in the future, site specific planning for this location could include 
camping.

Associated Comments: 

Rec. & visitor service 265 2-65 Do not close Sand Cove camping area. Alternatives B or D are best to maintain or 
improve the camping site. Also, there should be the ability to provide additional camping locations in the Babylon 
area in the future if recreation needs demand it. The PUP mentions adding a primitive camping site at the Virgin 
River Babylon Mill site. This should be included in the RMP so that if the need arises, new camping facilities can be 
provided. This especially needs to be done if primitive camping is not going to be allowed in other areas of Zone 4. 
[5679-182] 

Response 141: The existing policy has been very successful. Anyone who wishes to request a geocache placement 
must go online to geocaching.com to do so. If their proposed coordinates fall inside the NCA they must get permis-
sion to do so from the BLM St. George Field Office. BLM Recreation staff review the proposed placement and will 
either approve, deny, or request a change of location. If the proposed geocache is not immediately adjacent to a road 
or trail, it is denied. This process would continue.

Associated Comments: 

I oppose allowing geocaching in the Reserve/NCAs for the following reasons: From RMP (Page 544) (RCNCA): The 
placement of geocaches raises concerns for impacts to habitat caused by visitors traveling off trail and the develop-
ment of "geo trails." It is unclear how effective the existing policy has been. The locations of 70 geocaches have been 
identified, 50 of which were in the Lowland Zone, and 38 of those were in critical tortoise habitat (Geocaching.com 
2014). [5903-11]

Response 142: Physical geocaches are appropriate in the Frontcountry and Backcountry Zones if they comply with 
other zone restrictions. This decision requires that they first be approved by NCA staff.

Associated Comments: 

Do not allow any physical geocaches and only virtual as the need to maintain undisturbed and unlettered areas are 
paramount [6286-25] 

Response 143: Geocaching is not necessarily a low impact or non-invasive activity, when conducted in or near heri-
tage resources. Some caches have been buried within rock shelters, damaging archeological materials and subsurface 
deposits in those shelters. Visitors seeking the geocache often create trails that increase site erosion; foot traffic can 
damage or displace cultural materials on the surface, while visitor activities, such as climbing or leaning on standing 
walls, can damage or destroy architectural features. The location of a geocache within or near an archeological site can 
also increase the potential for unauthorized collection of artifacts, looting, and vandalism by providing the specific 
location of the site through the geo-cache.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-24 113, 2-24 Geocaching is prohibited. Why? It is a low impact use 116- 119, when done on foot. The foot-
print is minimal. Managing Heritage 152- and makes more sense than prohibiting. Allow geocaching in a Resources 
153, 2-59 way that is non-intrusive but allows the public to enjoy sites 235- like rock art and historic farms. 241 
[5679-153]

Response 144: The following is included as a management action in Tables 2-15 and 2-49. "Provide educational ma-
terials through various media and venues (e.g., trailhead kiosks, websites) that inform hunters about the need to use 
non-lead ammunition to minimize impacts on California condors and other predators and scavengers."



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 409408

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J

Associated Comments: 

No lead ammunition would be allowed throughout the area. [6286-15]

Literature and signage would educate the public to the need for switching from lead. [6286-16]

Response 145: See Table 2-15 (pg. 94), Special Status Bird Species: California Condor, which states: “Management 
of habitat would be consistent with the Recovery Plan for the California Condor (USFWS 1996) and Biological 
Opinions issued by USFWS...” Coordinate with partners (e.g., UDWR, National Audubon Society, National Wildlife 
Federation) to promote the use of non-lead ammunition in the NCA “...that inform hunters about the need to use 
non-lead ammunition to minimize impacts on California condors and other predators and scavengers.”

See Chapter 4, section 4.2.2.9, paragraph 5 (pg. 611) which states: “Recreational target shooting, where such use is 
concentrated near surface water sources, may also degrade water quality. Lead bullets left behind can leach into soils 
and nearby surface waters, resulting in elevated concentrations of lead.... Lead concentrations in surface water in the 
Beaver Dam Wash could increase, as a result of contamination of soils within and near ephemeral drainages where 
intensive target shooting occurs, as lead-contaminated soils could be carried during seasonal flooding events into the 
Wash.” 

See Chapter 4, section 4.10.2.9, paragraph 6 (pg. 661) which states: ”... , lessening the potential that lead bullets could 
be ingested by other wildlife or leach lead into soils and that litter would continue to damage habitats or attract com-
mon ravens or other predators that prey on juvenile and immature desert tortoise”.

In addition, the following supporting information citations have been added to the FEIS:

Cao, X., Ma, L.Q., Chen, M., Hardison, D.W. and Harris, W.G. (2003b). "Weathering of lead bullets and their 
environmental effects at outdoor shooting ranges." Journal of Environmental Quality 307:526–534.

Eisler, R., 1988. "Lead hazards to fish, wildlife, and invertebrates: a synoptic review." U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, #14 Lead, Biological Report 85(1.14), 1-133.

Hunt, W. G., W. Burnham, C. N. Parish, K. Burnham, B. Mutch, and J. L Oaks. 2006. "Bullet fragments in deer 
remains: implications for lead exposure in scavengers." Wildlife Society Bulletin 34:168-171.

Locke, L.N. and N.J.Thomas. 1996. "Lead poisoning of waterfowl and raptors." Pages 108-117 in A. Fairbrother, 
L.N. Locke and G.L. Huff (eds.), Noninfectuous Diseases of Wildlife, second edition. Iowa State University Press, 
Ames.

Pattee, O.H., P.H. Bloom, J.M. Scott and M.R. Smith. 1990. "Lead hazards within the range of the California 
Condor." Condor 92:931-937.

The following citations in the DRMP contain information related to lead/shooting/effects on wildlife and the 
environment:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1976. “Final Rule to List the California Condor as an Endangered Species.” Federal 
Register, 11 24, 1976:41914-41916.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1994. Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan. Sacramento: CA: U.S.Fish and Wildlife 
Service.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2011. Revised Recovery Plan for the Mojave Population of the Desert Tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii). Sacramento, CA. 

Associated Comments: 

There is no discussion in chapters three and four justifying the promotion of non-lead ammunition in the NCAs. 
[5679-36]

Response 146: Scientific papers that address lead/shooting/effects on wildlife:

Eisler, R., 1988. Lead hazards to fish, wildlife, and invertebrates: a synoptic review. U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
#14 Lead, Biological Report 85(1.14), 1-133.

Hunt, W. G., W. Burnham, C. N. Parish, K. Burnham, B. Mutch, and J. L Oaks. 2006. Bullet fragments in deer 
remains: implications for lead exposure in scavengers. Wildlife Society Bulletin 34:168-171.

Locke, L.N. and N.J.Thomas. 1996. "Lead poisoning of waterfowl and raptors." Pages 108-117 in A. Fairbrother, 
L.N. Locke and G.L. Huff (eds.), Noninfectuous Diseases of Wildlife, second edition. Iowa State University Press, 
Ames.

Pattee, O.H., P.H. Bloom, J.M. Scott and M.R. Smith. 1990. Lead hazards within the range of the California 
Condor. Condor 92:931-937.

After a thorough review of the public comments and analysis of potential impacts, it was determined that target 
shooting in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA would be best managed by the decisions found in Alternative D. This alter-
native contains the following criteria: Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be discharged toward a 
proper backstop sufficient to stop the projectile’s forward progress. Targets must be constructed of wood, cardboard, 
paper or similar unbreakable materials. All targets, clays, and shells are considered litter after use and must be re-
moved and disposed of properly.

Associated Comments: 

The DRMP addresses the effects of spent lead ammunition in the environment on page 611 with the following state-
ment: Recreational target shooting, where such use is concentrated near surface water sources, may also degrade wa-
ter quality. Lead bullets left behind can leach into soils and nearby surface waters, resulting in elevated concentrations 
of lead. Lead concentrations in surface water in the Beaver Dam Wash could increase, as a result of contamination of 
soils within and near ephemeral drainages where intensive target shooting occurs, as lead-contaminated soils could 
be carried during seasonal flooding events into the Wash. No analyses or studies specific to the soils and surface water 
of the planning area are sited to support such statements. How much lead would be required to create a harmful ef-
fect on downstream water quality? What is the likelihood of this amount of lead being put into the soil and over what 
period of time? What is the soil pH requirement and moisture requirement for the spent lead to become harmful? 
Unless the BLM can produce scientific documentation supporting such claims, these statements should be removed 
as not being relevant to the planning area. [6292-5]

The DRMP states that Alternatives B and D "could lessen the likelihood that lead concentrations in soils might con-
taminate surface water sources, by restricting the locations that recreational target shooting would be authorized." 
The DRMP does not explain how restricting locations, which would cause an increase in the concentration of shoot-
ers, could lessen the concentration of lead in soils. Again, it appears that the BLM is pulling statements out of its hat 
without any sound, scientific information to support such claims. [6292-6]

Response 147: The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) provides protections for all historic resources 
that are at least 100 years old. Many of these resources are metallic in nature and are easily located with a metal detec-
tor. Given that the NCA's contain significant historic resources (Old Spanish Trail, historic homesteads, etc), the use 
of metal detectors in the NCA's is inappropriate.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-65 Recreation and Visitor Services, Other Recreational Uses 272 2-65 Prohibits recreational metal detecting. 
Why? This is a low impact use when done on foot. Recreational uses need to be allowed to the maximum extent pos-
sible. [5679-180]

Response 148: The commenter supports the non-motorized recreation decisions in the plan

Associated Comments: 
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I fully and enthusiastically support any opportunities for improving and expanding access to human powered recre-
ation on the public lands administered by the St. George Field Office. [6181-1]

Response 149: Mountain biking is a non-motorized activity and area designations are neither necessary nor required 
in BLM planning efforts (BLM Manual 1626, Travel and Transportation Management).

Associated Comments: 

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management 317 2-72 Remove language about removing existing moun-
tain bike designations. Designations should remain in place until travel the travel management plan addresses route 
designations [5679-195]

Response 150: Author supports Alternative B and non-motorized trails

Associated Comments: 

I would like to extend my support of Alternative B in the Draft RMP. I fully and enthusiastically support any opportu-
nities for improving and expanding access to human powered recreation on the public lands administered by the St. 
George Field Office. I have recently made a permanent move to this area specifically because of the access to human 
powered designated trails. The co-operation between the St. George Field Office, BLM and organized human powered 
user groups is impressive and I hope this kind of collaboration will get even better over time. [6191-1]

Response 151: Nothing in this plan precludes the future development of non-motorized trails. In fact, there are 
numerous new trails planned for both NCA's. These proposed alignments will be released in the travel management 
plan.

Associated Comments: 

I believe that there should still be provisions for mountain biking with the NCRA areas. Provisions for a bike path 
or two through these areas would provide a great opportunity for the public to view the area in more depth than just 
hiking. The trails should be constructed to protect the areas but should be well identified and maintained. [4708-8]

Response 152: Off-trail travel is currently permitted in the BDWNCA and the RCNCA (in the upland zone). The 
preferred alternative would eventually eliminate off-trail travel in favor of an expanded trail system. The intent of this 
decision was to plan for increased future use. This would be accomplished by building a world-class non-motorized 
trail system that provides visitors with the recreational experiences they are seeking. The restrictions to off-trail travel 
help to preserve the natural environment while allowing for a large increase in visitation. Off-trail travel would not be 
implemented until the trail system had been constructed. This last piece was not included in the decision description. 
This edit has been included in the final version.

Associated Comments: 

Although the BDWNCA is important for tortoise protection, my major concerns pertain to the Red Cliffs NCA due 
to its urban proximity and popularity with residents and visitors. Due to this, I support the strongest possible man-
agement of human impacts on this important habitat, particularly Zone 3's lowland area but also its upland area 
where evidence of tortoise activity may be increasing but where human impacts due to less restricted activities may be 
more destructive. The RMP provides adequate evidence to support this position. [5903-25]

Response 153: Off-trail travel is currently permitted in the BDWNCA and the RCNCA (in the upland zone). The 
intent of this decision was to plan for increased future use. This would be accomplished by building a world-class 
non-motorized trail system that provides visitors with the recreational experiences they are seeking. The restrictions 
to off-trail travel help to preserve the natural environment while allowing for a large increase in visitation. This would 

not be implemented until the trail system had been constructed. This last piece was not included in the decision de-
scription. This edit has been included in the final version.

Associated Comments: 

The county is supportive of the proposed plans to provide additional recreational opportunities in the NCAs through 
trail and site development. However, the county is opposed to regulations that impose unrealistic or unenforceable re-
striction on public land users. Primarily the county is concerned that Alternatives B, C, and D for both NCAs would 
prohibit users from leaving designated trails throughout most of the NCAs despite the fact that several recreational 
uses that occur off-trail are currently permitted in all of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and in the Upland Zone of the 
Red Cliffs NCA.[5679-58] 

Response 154: Recreation opportunities in the NCA's have not been restricted in this plan. In fact, they have been 
expanded. The restrictions that are currently in place in the NCA's are the result of congressional decisions or imple-
mentation of the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan.

Associated Comments: 

Elimination of a variety of existing recreational uses in the NCAs. Restricting recreation in the NCAs creates a de 
facto wilderness area. Using the NCAs to create more wilderness in the county violates OPLMA and the cooperative 
spirit that local governments displayed in bargaining with the BLM. [4675-12] 

Response 155: Outdoor recreation is an important part of the Washington County economy and it is gratifying 
that Washington County Attorney's Office recognizes this. The BLM St. George Field Office invested considerable 
time and money in developing recreation infrastructure and is one of the primary reasons Washington County has 
become a recreation destination. There is a considerable amount of designated wilderness in Washington County, 
but it should be recognized that these areas receive heavy visitation, meaning that they are one of the very reasons 
Washington County is a highly desirable location to live and recreate.

Associated Comments: 

Recreational activities allowed in Alternative A have been allowed in the NCAs since 2009, so they have been consid-
ered consistent with BLM manuals and NCAs for six years. Recreation is important to the economy and quality of life 
in the county. Washington County has a large amount of designated Wilderness and several ACECs where recreation 
is severely restricted. Low-impact recreation that is currently permitted and has not harmed the desert tortoise or 
other species should continue. [5679-69]

Response 156: Nothing in these plans restrict legal hunting which is managed by the State Of Utah.

Associated Comments: 

As a Hunter Education Instructor for the State, and also as a hunter, I believe that much of the Bureau's lands pres-
ently open for public hunting must remain so, ensuring that, with cooperation in conjunction with the Department 
of Wildlife Resources, wildlife management and conservation principles will be able to sustain our local species and 
resources. [6167-3]

Response 157: This comment is out of scope as Baker Dam is outside the NCA's. In addition, the commenter is dis-
cussing implementation level decisions.

Associated Comments: 

Areas of recreation such as Baker Dam Reservoir should be defined, and posted with clear direction on which trails 
and locations are restricted... (Currently this area is marked, but is used by some who seem to feel that there is no 
penalty for violating the regulations ) ___ Not much enforcement visibility! 
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[6167-4]

Response 158: This comment is outside the scope of this planning effort. It is covered in the travel management plan, 
which has yet to be released.

Associated Comments: 

Provide new hiking and mountain biking trails in areas of the NCAs where habitat will not be damaged. [4616-4]

Response 159: What works for the GSENM won't necessarily work in the St. George Field Office (SGFO). The 
GSENM has a small population and the majority of their visitation comes from tourism. The SGFO has a large popu-
lation living right next door to the NCA, plus we have a large amount of tourism. The BLM has to accommodate the 
expected visitation, as stated in OPLMA; recreation use is one of the values for which the NCA was designated. That 
makes infrastructure development a design issue, not an allocation and enforcement issue. 

Associated Comments: 

As an example of a recreational management tool, the Grand Staircase- Escalante National Monument Management 
Plan 2000 (page 43) states that "the Monument will use indicators to determine when and where visitor allocations 
need to be made. (1) resource damage (e.g. proliferation of campsites, human waste problems, social trails etc.) 
(2) conflicts with threatened and endangered species (3) the number of social encounters becomes unacceptable." 
[5896-5]

Response 160: It was determined that running and bicycle events can be conducted in an environmentally sound 
manner. There are multiple events conducted every year in endangered species habitat. Provided they have the proper 
stipulations, all resource values are protected.

Associated Comments: 

Recreation and Visitor Services in RCNCA Table 2-65 Page 267: Alternative B should not allow competitive running 
and bicycle events within the Red Cliffs NCA, similar to Alternative C. The Washington County HCP (1996) states 
that "No organized or competitive sporting events should be allowed" Within the Reserve due to the potential for 
impacts to critical habitat. The draft RMP already prohibits competitive equestrian and motorized events to reduce 
impacts to resources; competitive running and bicycle events should be similarly prohibited for all Alternatives. 
[6289-2]

Response 161: By designating these lands as a National Conservation Area, Congress has effectively removed the 
multiple use mandate. The OPLMA legislation states: "To conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoy-
ment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educa-
tional, and scientific resources of the National Conservation Area." It would not be possible to implement this legisla-
tion while allowing competitive equestrian and motorized events. There are other public lands venues that are more 
appropriate for these activities. The Outdoor Recreation Coordination Act requires the BLM to: (1) preparing and 
maintaining "a continuing inventory and evaluation of outdoor recreation needs and resources of the United States." 
(2) preparing "a system for classification of outdoor recreation resources to assist in the effective and beneficial use 
and management of such resources." (3) Formulating and maintaining "a comprehensive nationwide outdoor recre-
ation plan, taking into consideration the plans of the various Federal agencies, States, and their political subdivisions." 
The NCA RMP's meet these criteria

Associated Comments: 

Multiple use/sustained yield concept of public lands use must be recognized and provided for pursuant to the 
Outdoor Recreation Coordination Act [6486-76]

Response 162: The commenter's suggestion would be difficult to implement and impossible to monitor. Arbitrarily 
closing large swaths of land to the public is neither feasible, nor is it good planning. Striking a balance between re-
source protection and recreation is possible.

Associated Comments: 

There are a lot of different places for humans to go recreate. Why don't you let the nature restore for a bit from the hu-
man impact and then after that you can let people go back to recreating at the National Conservation Areas. I think it 
will be easier to keep the restored Areas intact after reducing the use for recreational purposes for a while. Otherwise 
you will be dealing with two things at once: - The quality of the recreation for the people - The maintenance of the 
nature while people are trying to recreate. [6239-2]

Response 163: The plan is for two National Conservation Areas. The Red Cliffs NCA has had plans in place to man-
age OHV use for 15 years, and in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Congress dictated how to manage OHV use.

Associated Comments: 

It also does not address or provide for multi use particularly OHV recreation. [6050-2]

Response 164: Recreation is already being managed where it conflicts with ecological and wildlife values. The Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP) closed the entire NCA to motorized off-road use, which all relevant studies show is a major 
threat to the desert tortoise and their habitat. With the major recreational threat removed, the decisions in this RMP 
are adequate to protect ecological values from an increasing number of non-motorized recreationists.

Associated Comments: 

It is unclear in the RMP how the BLM will manage recreation when it is conflicting with ecological and wildlife val-
ues. A clearly articulated "check" on recreation that documents the baseline use now is critical to future management 
and is vital to protecting the NCA over the life of the plan from what is certain to be ever-increasing recreational de-
mand. Part of this effort requires a solid understanding of the effects of recreation on critical habitat. Development of 
a management structure that would allow the ability to balance recreation use with resource preservation in a justifi-
able and defensible plan that has clear direction for implementation is critical. [5896-24] 

Response 165: By creating the NCA's, Congress intended to protect the resources within their boundaries. 
Invertebrate fossils and petrified wood are scarce and finite resources that warrant protection. The Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act (ARPA) provides protections for all historic resources that are at least 100 years old. Many 
of these resources are metallic in nature and are easily located with a metal detector. Given that the NCA's contain 
significant historic resources (Old Spanish Trail, historic homesteads, etc.), the use of metal detectors in the NCA's is 
inappropriate. Competitive motorized and equestrian events create major surface disturbances. There are locations 
where this type of activity is acceptable, but a National Conservation Area is not one of them. Even if such events 
were left to the permitting process, they would always be denied as the NCA's contain critical tortoise habitat and 
surface disturbance is prohibited. Remote control aircraft are noisy and disturb wildlife and other visitors.

Associated Comments: 

Eliminating of a variety of existing recreational uses in the NCAs. There is no justifiable reason to eliminate collection 
of fossils and petrified wood, metal detecting and geocaching, or the use of remote controlled aircraft. Competitive 
equestrian and motorized events should be controlled through permitting rather than being completely eliminated. 
The NCAs are not designated wilderness, and recreation should not be limited as if they were. [5679-24]

Several recreational uses are unnecessarily eliminated or severely restricted in the draft RMP. However, if off-trail foot 
travel is permitted throughout the NCAs, then many of these uses could continue to occur. Many of the eliminated 
recreational uses are low-impact activities that are compatible with the NCA designation. For example, collection 
of small amounts of petrified wood or fossils is permitted by federal law. Other examples include metal detecting, 
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geocaching, flying drones, and competitive equestrian events. While many of these activities could be problematic if 
unmanaged, abuses can easily be prevented through permitting rather tha elimination. [5679-68]

The elimination of a variety of existing recreational uses in the NCAs. There is no scientifically justified reason to 
eliminate collection of fossils and petrified wood, metal detecting and geocaching, or the use of remote controlled 
aircraft. Competitive equestrian and motorized events should be controlled through permitting rather than being 
completely eliminated. The NCAs are not designated wilderness, and recreation should not be limited as if they were. 
[6423-17]

Response 166: There are no existing fishing opportunities in the NCA's. Hunting is managed by the State of Utah and 
has not been restricted in any way. There are many locations outside the NCA's where rock gathering and collecting 
are allowed.

Associated Comments: 

Interfering with traditional historic uses like hunting, fishing, and rock gathering [125-13]

Response 167: Allowing mountain bikes and horses to venture off-trail is neither desirable nor practical. Both activi-
ties (but especially horses) can cause significant surface disturbance. If they are restricted to designated trails, and 
those trails are well-designed, both activities are compatible with NCA goals and objectives.

Associated Comments: 

If the final RMP restricts cross-country horseback and mountain biking travel (which it should not), it should at least 
allow off-trail hiking-even if, through educational efforts, recreationists are encouraged to stay on trail. Under this 
framework, public land users would not have to violate the law in order to relieve themselves away from the trail. 
Also, with proper signage and education, this would likely have the same result as the more restrictive, yet largely 
unenforceable, proposals in the draft RMP. [5679-61]

Response 168: The intent of this decision was to plan for increased future use. This would be accomplished by build-
ing a world-class non-motorized trail system that provides visitors with the recreational experiences they are seek-
ing. The restrictions to off-trail travel help to preserve the natural environment while allowing for a large increase in 
visitation. Obviously, restricting off-trail use is a design problem, not an enforcement problem. However, the result is 
the same. 

Associated Comments: 

Washington County opposes the proposal to keep all foot traffic on designated trails and recommends that the lan-
guage be modified to allow off-trail foot traffic. The draft RMP proposes to classify most of the NCAs as "frontcoun-
try" or "backcountry," and off trail travel is prohibited in both of these zones. For foot traffic, this regulation is un-
reasonable. For example, there is no exception allowing someone to leave the trail to eat lunch, look off a viewpoint, 
or even relieve oneself. While enforcement is at times necessary, recreation should be managed by well-located and 
maintained trails, campsites, and other facilities. When done correctly, as has been demonstrated by the well-planned 
recreation trails and facilities on BLM managed lands in Washington County, then enforcement is not necessary 
because the public has the access it desires. No restriction should be put in place that cannot realistically be obeyed 
by the average recreationist. Public land recreation planning should not encourage law-breaking, and recreationists 
should not be put in a position where they can unknowingly break the law. Additionally, no restriction should be put 
in place if it is unenforceable or if enforcement would be cost-prohibitive. The draft RMP does not propose regular 
law enforcement patrolling of trails in the frontcountry or backcountry zones. [5679-60]

Response 169: The SGFO has a large population living right next door to the NCA, plus we have a large amount of 
tourism. The BLM has to accommodate the expected visitation, as stated in OPLMA; recreation use is one of the 

values for which the NCA was designated. That makes infrastructure development a design issue, not an allocation 
and enforcement issue.

Associated Comments: 

The RMP's recreation analysis includes the following assumption: "The basic restrictions on the type of allowable 
recreation activities identified for critical tortoise habitat will remain in place" (p. 1093, Appendix H). A question we 
have, in the face of declining tortoise numbers: Are these restrictions enough? In the Red Cliffs NCA, there are exist-
ing local impacts on desert tortoise habitat in areas such as Paradise Canyon. [5896-7]

The monitoring of hiking, equestrian, and dispersed camping use in the Primitive Zone is very important given the 
serious impacts horses can have on the arid, fragile soils and that this zone includes critical desert tortoise habitat. 
Such wide-ranging use over the life of the plan could easily lead to habitat degradation rather than recovery. We rec-
ommend that BLM work with partners to help with monitoring, and overall, we feel BLM should be more cautious in 
its planning because it is much harder to close areas later. [5896-23]

Response 170: The Recreation Management Zones (RMZ) in all alternatives provide protection for all other resource 
values in the NCA. Alternative B strikes the best balance between recreation (which is also an NCA value) and other 
resources.

Associated Comments: 

We recommend that BLM use these proposed RMZs for recreational planning in the BDWNCA. To maximize the 
public benefit of these special area designations and in furtherance of BLM's Congressional obligations to conserve, 
protect and enhance the qualities of the NCA, BLM should adopt Alternative C's proposed RMZ acreage allocations. 
In doing so, BLM will emphasize primitive and backcountry recreation, which will not only expand opportunities for 
quiet and remote desert experiences, but also expand protections in known critical tortoise habitat. Further, the areas 
proposed as Primitive RMZs under Alternative C will also add a layer of protection to two areas BLM has inventoried 
as lands with wilderness characteristics. By designating these areas as Primitive RMZs, BLM will help protect their 
natural character by restricting more impactful uses to designated routes in Backcountry and Frontcountry RMZs. 
[5917-10]

Response 171: Those areas that fall within the Primitive Zone have always been roadless and by enacting OPLMA 
and creating the "designated road areas" Congress has clearly said that these areas will remain roadless. The only ex-
ception is the 12 roads that they stated are to remain open. The Primitive Zone only exists within the designated road 
areas, which means that the only allowable expansions of recreation opportunities in these areas are non-motorized. 
This plan expands those opportunities. Saying that non-wilderness lands are being managed as wilderness is simply 
not true. These areas are being managed exactly as Congress intended. In addition, creating an SRMA expands the 
recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage funding for the development of those oppor-
tunities. The Recreation Management Zones show where those developments would occur and how they would be 
managed. This plan expands those opportunities. An SRMA designation opens up opportunities for recreation expan-
sion. The ERMA does not.

Associated Comments: 

The "primitive" recreational land classification in the draft RMP should be limited to designated Wilderness areas. For 
recreation purposes, this categorization is the equivalent of the lands being designated as Wilderness. Alternatives 
B and D for the Red Cliffs NCA classify only designated wilderness areas as primitive-which is logical. The Beaver 
Dam Wash NCA does not contain any designated Wilderness. Indeed, that NCA designation was a compromise 
that prevented the area from being designated Wilderness. However, Alternatives B and C propose to classify por-
tions of the NCA as "primitive." The county strongly opposes any land classification that treats non-wilderness land 
as Wilderness. Consequently, Alternative D should be chosen regarding the management zones for the SRMA. 
[5679-67]
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Recreation Management Zone Descriptions 156 2-32 Limit Primitive Zone to designated Wilderness areas. The 
management description mirrors Wilderness management, and thus is not appropriate for other land designations. 
[5679-162]

The Beaver Dam Wash area is currently an extensive recreation management unit (ERMA). The proposal in alterna-
tives B, C, and D of the draft RMP would change the designation to a special recreation management zone (SRMA). 
In a SRMA, the Beaver Dam Wash area would be carved into frontcountry, backcountry, and primitive zones (as 
depicted on pages 142-144 of the draft RMP). Descriptions of the primitive zone management are indistinguishable 
from wilderness management. As a matter of fact, the primitive zone in the Red Cliffs NCA is restricted to wilder-
ness. Backcountry management descriptions restrict uses that are allowed in the frontcountry zone. The frontcountry 
zone is roughly only one third of the area in alternatives B, C, and D in the draft RMP. Designating two thirds of the 
Beaver Dam Wash area as either backcountry zone or primitive zone could effectively cut off access for the young 
elderly and disabled. The existing ERMA has been in place for the six years since the NCA was designated by OPLMA 
so ERMA management must be compatible with NCA status. Without better descriptions of the SRMA plans, 
Toquerville must assume that a SRMA designation will restrict access to a point that is unacceptable. Toquerville 
wants to see the Beaver Dam Wash area remain open to all residents by either keeping the ERMA designation in place 
or placing an emphasis on recreation access in the proposed SRMA. [6423-26]

Response 172: The St. George Field Office has a large population living right next door to the NCA, plus we have a 
large amount of tourism. The BLM has to accommodate the expected visitation. That makes infrastructure develop-
ment a design issue, not an allocation and enforcement issue. In order to protect endangered species in what is essen-
tially an urban environment, you have to give up a little to save a lot.

Associated Comments: 

We have concerns about the RMPs' treatment of recreation in balance with the NCAs' requirement to protect criti-
cal habitat of desert tortoise and other environmental values. The RMP includes only a general statement about 
managing recreation in relation to special status and sensitive species, found in Section 4.19.2.7: "Constraints may 
include closures either long or short term of specific lands to organized, competitive, and even casual recreation uses 
to protect habitat impacts or to prevent disturbances to species during key periods such as breeding or migration. 
Restrictions may also be imposed on the development of new trails or other recreation facilities within designated 
critical habitats" (pp. 707-708). [5896-1]

Response 173: The Primitive Zone is not critical tortoise habitat. Off-trail use currently happens in the upland zone. 
Alternative C has far less infrastructure development (trails and trailheads) than Alternative B or D. In order to ac-
commodate the current and expected future use, off-trail travel was allowed in this zone, most of which is designated 
wilderness.

Associated Comments: 

in comparing the zone descriptions, we support the lower emphasis on visitor use and developed recreation that is 
reflected in Alternative C, which contains the greatest Primitive Zone acreage. However, in the Primitive Zone, it is 
not clear how having it open to hiking anywhere will protect critical habitat for the desert tortoise over the life of the 
plan; designated trails may protect the tortoise better over the long term. The main concern we have is that these zon-
ing measures may not be enough to handle potential negative pressures and effects of recreation, including increased 
commercial recreational use, on environmental resources. [5896-22]

Response 174: The Primitive RMZ corresponds with designated wilderness. It would be inappropriate and contrary 
to the Wilderness Act to restrict access to non-motorized, non-mechanized users. In addition, the Primitive RMZ is 
not within critical tortoise habitat.

Associated Comments: 

off-trail recreation in the RCNCA Primitive RMZs would be permitted by equestrian and foot traffic only. This may 
risks unintended consequences to natural features, many of which are slow to recover following disturbance, and may 
threaten species like the desert tortoise. Since visitor numbers are known to be increasing and interest in backcountry 
and remote recreation is also rising, BLM must carefully monitor their impact on the Primitive RMZ area to assess 
whether greater travel restrictions are warranted to preserve the natural character. Under all alternatives, BLM only 
recommends a comprehensive monitoring program to track recreational impacts largely focused on impacts from il-
legal trails. However, this will not adequately monitor activities within the Primitive RMZ where off-trail travel would 
be permitted. To ensure the Primitive RMZ designation does not open the areas to undue damage and degradation, 
BLM must actively track recreation in these areas as well. By developing an adaptive management plan with regular 
monitoring, BLM will be better prepared to make swift changes in these areas when necessary to protect NCA values. 
[5917-13]

Response 175: Commenter would like to see monitoring which will be included as part of plan implementation.

Associated Comments: 

Sand Cove i. Permit required camping only ii. Evaluate impact and end if too much h. Rock Climbing i. In particular 
see above (i.). [6286-33]

Red Cliffs Recreation Area i. Allow camping as Plan B but evaluate impact and end it if degradation of resources is 
apparent or strain is too high on infrastructure (roads, etc.). [6286-34]

Response 176: All established crags would remain open. New route development would be part of the Climbing 
Management Plan and new sport routes would require prior approval. Traditional climbing new routes would not 
require prior approval. Colored chalk is a good idea, and a nice thing to say, but is probably not realistic until manu-
facturers put out an affordable product and climbers are willing to use it.

Associated Comments: 

Rock-climbing should be allowed on all established crags and bolts should no longer be allowed to be drilled without 
prior authorization. Traditional climbing (no bolts) will continue to have no restrictions as these climbers tradition-
ally (pardon the pun) are sensitive to the environment and leave less of a trace, and obviously do not damage the rock 
with bolts. As far as new bolt placements, appoint a special manager with rock-climbing knowledge to review new 
request with an emphasis on the least amount of "damage" as possible. If a bolt is not needed do not approve, if there 
is a crack nearby do not approve, if the route is squeezed do no approve, if the route is contrived do not approve. The 
key to maintaining a quality climbing area is discretion. Also, colored chalk needs to be used, in particular on the 
sandstone as, for obvious reasons, white splotches on beautiful red rock isn't all that appealing. [6286-29]

Response 177: Rock climbing is considered an activity that is compatible with NCA goals. The current numbers of 
climbers using this area are quite low. The Bulldog Canyon Road is also considered low risk for tortoises as speeds 
on this road are typically low. Excluding climbing or other recreational uses would be a function of long-term moni-
toring. Banning recreation altogether in this plan would be contrary to the intent of Congress because recreation is 
considered one of the primary components of the legislation that designated the NCA: "To conserve, protect, and 
enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, 
cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National Conservation Area."

Associated Comments: 

Rock Climbing: Alternative C has the possibility to maintain reasonable vehicular traffic level within the Bull Dog 
Canyon access road adjacent to Woodbury Desert Study Area. Alternative B, D that increases climbing opportunity 
will surely increase vehicular traffic to the detriment of the tortoise and other wildlife in the area. Increased vehicular 
traffic would more than likely require installation of tortoise fencing. In addition, unwanted bridge construction over 
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washes would seem necessary to allow unimpeded tortoise movement through the washes. If precautions as men-
tioned are not made, it is expected tortoise mortality will increase. It would be preferable to ban rock climbing alto-
gether along the Bull Dog Canyon access road and only allow rock climbing southeast of Old Highway 91as indicated 
on Map 2-20. [6494-16]

 

Response 178: This comment is outside the scope of this document as the actions mentioned are implementation 
level decisions and will be part of the climbing management plan.

Associated Comments: 

Regarding the new climbing areas in Woodbury Road and Utah Hills area in Alternative B, the RMP did not include 
information about potential wildlife conflicts, especially bighorn sheep and cliff-nesting raptors. If there are such 
potential issues where climbers could disrupt critical wildlife activities, we recommend that BLM utilize seasonal 
closures upon implementation, with the same recommendation for existing climbing areas. [5896-26]

Response 179: Climbing is a recreational activity that is compatible with NCA goals. It is an activity that can be en-
joyed in an environmentally responsible manner. The new climbing areas were identified during a series of meetings 
between BLM staff and local climbers and were then analyzed for potential impacts.

Associated Comments: 

BLM should implement Alternative C with regard to new rock climbing development. BLM should take a compre-
hensive look at existing climbing areas, use and potential impacts within an activity-level Climbing Management Plan 
prior to designating any new climbing areas. [4678-24]

Response 180: Climbing is a recreational activity that is compatible with NCA values. It is an activity that can be en-
joyed in an environmentally responsible manner. The new climbing areas were identified during a series of meetings 
between BLM staff and local climbers and were then analyzed for potential impacts.

Associated Comments: 

BLM should follow Alternative C with regard to new rock climbing development. BLM should develop a compre-
hensive Climbing Management Plan prior to authorizing six new climbing areas in the Woodbury Road area and two 
new climbing areas in the Utah Hills. Given the projected future growth of recreation use within the Beaver Dam 
Wash NCA, BLM should take a comprehensive look at climbing use and associated impacts within an activity-level 
plan prior to authorizing new areas within the BDWNCA management plan. [4678-16]

Response 181: Alternative D has no Primitive Zone. Alternative B has a smaller Primitive Zone. Alternative C has 
the largest Primitive Zone. This matches other proposed management decisions in Alternatives B-D. Visitation to 
the NCA has climbed every year since designation and the BLM intends to expand recreation opportunities to meet 
that demand. Structured recreation opportunities allow visitors to enjoy the NCA while providing protection to the 
landscape.

Associated Comments: 

BLM needs to clarify its management recommendations for the Red Cliffs SRMA. Specifically, as written, it ap-
pears that Alternative D actually manages the most acreage within both Backcountry and Primitives Recreation 
Management Zones. Given the typical management recommendations outlined in Alternatives B-D (i.e., Alternative 
C being the most protective, and Alternative D being the least protective), the public is unable to decipher BLM's 
rationale in making its decisions for Frontcountry, Backcountry, and Primitive Recreation Management Zones. 
Generally, SUWA supports the highest percentage of land managed within the Backcountry and Primitive Recreation 
Management Zones. [4678-22]

Response 182: It is important to note that those areas where the inventory showed wilderness characteristics exist 
have been roadless for years and by enacting OPLMA and creating the "designated road areas" Congress has clearly 
said that these areas will remain roadless, with the exception of the 12 roads that they stated are to remain open. This 
means that the only allowable expansion of recreational opportunities in the Backcountry and Primitive Zones are 
non-motorized. This plan expands those opportunities and does so in a way that protects the BDWNCA the way 
Congress intended.

Associated Comments: 

BLM states that the BDWNCA is "a potential recreation destination for many more visitors in the future." With this in 
mind, BLM must enact the strongest conservation management within the NCA to ensure that future recreation use 
does not result in adverse impacts to natural and cultural resources. In this regard, BLM should enact the Beaver Dam 
Wash Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) as identified and established under Alternative C. Importantly, 
these boundaries will ensure that all BLM- identified LWCs within the BDWNCA are managed within the Primitive 
Recreation Management Zone. [4678-13]

Response 183: Creating an SRMA expands the recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage 
funding for the development of those opportunities. The Recreation Management Zones show where those develop-
ments would occur and how they would be managed. It is important to note that those areas have been roadless for 
years and by enacting OPLMA and creating the "designated road areas" Congress has clearly said that these areas 
will remain roadless, with the exception of the 12 roads that they stated are to remain open. This means that the only 
allowable expansion of recreational opportunities in the Backcountry and Primitive Zones are non-motorized. This 
plan expands those opportunities. An SRMA designation opens up opportunities for that expansion. The ERMA does 
not.

Associated Comments: 

Changing the current extensive recreation management area (ERMA) in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA to a special 
recreation management area (SRMA). The original agreement reached between Washington County, local groups, 
environmental groups, and the federal government prior to OPLMA left that area open to recreational use. The 2009 l 
ands bill, OPLM A, was supposed to have settled land designations between BLM and the local areas that existed and 
eliminated the various layers of confusing bureaucratic designations. Restricting it now is a betrayal of that agree-
ment. Mohave County stands by its belief that public land should remain open to the public. [5916-2]

The replacement of the current extensive recreation management area (ERMA) in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA with 
a special recreation management area (SRMA). This change will create additional recreation restrictions within said 
NCA which are unnecessary and will result in no scientifically analyzed benefit. [6423-9]

Response 184: Creating an SRMA expands the recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage 
funding for the development of those opportunities. The Recreation Management Zones show where those develop-
ments would occur and how they would be managed. Stating that only young, active people can access the backcoun-
try and primitive zones is correct. However, it is important to note that those areas have been roadless for years and 
by enacting OPLMA and creating the "designated road areas" Congress has clearly said that these areas will remain 
roadless, with the exception of the 12 roads that they stated are to remain open. This means that the only allowable 
expansion of recreational opportunities in the Backcountry and Primitive Zones are non-motorized. This plan ex-
pands those opportunities. An SRMA designation opens up opportunities for that expansion. The ERMA does not.

Associated Comments: 

Changing the current extensive recreation management area (ERMA) in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA to a special 
recreation management area (SRMA). Again, the agreement reached between the county, local groups, environmental 
groups, and the federal government prior to OPLMA left that area open to recreational use. Restricting it now is a 
betrayal of that agreement. Only healthy, young, active people can access backcountry and primitive zones. We want 
to see my public land remain more public than that. [5910-2]
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Response 185: Creating an SRMA expands the recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage 
funding for the development of those opportunities. The Recreation Management Zones show where those develop-
ments would occur and how they would be managed. An SRMA designation opens up opportunities for recreation 
expansion. The ERMA does not.

Associated Comments: 

Adding more 'classifications' by making everything Special Recreation Management Areas with the front, back and 
primitive labels just adds another layer, limits options for use and management. [1-10]

BLM is proposing to use the new designation of Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) vs. leaving the area 
as a Extensive Recreation Management Area (ER MA) with the upper a nd lower zone concept to protect the Desert 
Tortoise. Recreation is secondary to the protection of the Desert Tortoise. BLM needs to leave the entire area as is 
which is an Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA) not a (SRMA). [6426-8]

Response 186: Creating an SRMA expands the recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage 
funding for the development of those opportunities. The Recreation Management Zones show where those develop-
ments would occur and how they would be managed. This plan expands those opportunities. An SRMA designation 
opens up opportunities for recreation expansion. The ERMA does not.

Associated Comments: 

258- 266 2-65 Washington County Commission does not support going to a SRMA unless the SRMA is managed to 
maximize recreational activities. The County supports Alternative A which leaves the Beaver Dam Slope an ERMA 
Extensive Recreation Management Area in the absence of reassurances about recreational opportunities in the pro-
posed SRMA. Descriptions of the SRMA should be rewritten to clarify the level of recreation that will be managed for. 
[5679-181]

Response 187: Creating an SRMA expands the recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage 
funding for the development of those opportunities. The Recreation Management Zones show where those develop-
ments would occur and how they would be managed. Stating that only young, active people can access the backcoun-
try and primitive zones is correct. However, it is important to note that those areas have been roadless for years and 
by enacting OPLMA and creating the "designated road areas" Congress has clearly said that these areas will remain 
roadless, with the exception of the 12 roads that they stated are to remain open. This means that the only allowable 
expansion of recreational opportunities in the Backcountry and Primitive Zones are non-motorized. This plan ex-
pands those opportunities. An SRMA designation opens up opportunities for that expansion. The ERMA does not.

Associated Comments: 

Changing the current extensive recreation management area (ERMA) in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA to a special 
recreation management area (SRMA). Again, the agreement reached between the county, local groups, environmental 
groups, and the federal government prior to OPLMA left that area open to recreational use. Restricting it now is a 
betrayal of that agreement. Only healthy, young, active people can access backcountry and primitive zones. I want to 
see my public land remain more public than that. [4675-4]

Response 188: Creating an SRMA expands the recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage 
funding for the development of those opportunities. An SRMA designation opens opportunities for expansion. The 
ERMA does not. The commercial activities listed all require a recreation permit. There are no commercial activities 
listed in this comment that would be managed differently under this plan.

Associated Comments: 

By changing the current recreational management from Extensive Recreation management Area (ERMA) to Special 
Recreation Management Area (SRMA) as outlined on pages 141-144 of the draft RMP), it directly effects the use of 

my land by prohibiting/limiting the recreational use of the NCA. The development of my property is directly de-
signed around outdoor recreational activities for health and wellness for youth to rehabilitate. Along with the use of 
the trails our activities include but are not limited to; equestrian therapy, motorized activities, collection of fossils and 
petrified wood, geocaching and more. I propose leaving the recreational management as ERMA while adding upper 
and lower zone concept to protect the endangered Desert Tortoise. [4680-1] 

Response 189: Creating an SRMA expands the recreation opportunities in the NCA and allows the BLM to leverage 
funding for the development of those opportunities. An SRMA designation opens opportunities for the expansion of 
recreation opportunities. The ERMA does not.

Associated Comments: 

Replacing the current extensive recreation management area (ERMA) in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA with a special 
recreation management area (SRMA). It is unclear from the management objectives whether a SRMA will restrict 
recreation in the NCA. The county will only support a SRMA if it maximizes recreation opportunities. [5679-16]

Response 190: More mountain bike trails are planned for both NCA's

Associated Comments: 

I read in the document descriptions of options B and C that in both cases the bicycle trails will be removed but the 
OHV usage, although on reduced acres, is maintained. Did I read that correctly? If anything, the opposite makes a lot 
more sense in terms of impact to the NCA. [6171-2] 

Response 191: It is true that four existing trails would be impacted, but it should be noted that these are popular trails 
and are adjacent to a large urban population. In addition, there are five more trails planned for this area. Those trails 
would not be built if the northern transportation route was constructed.

Associated Comments: 

p 833, table 4-33 It should be noted in the text that the preferred option No. 3 would only affect 4 of the nearly 2 
dozen trails throughout [5673-11] 

Response 192: This refers to habitat restorations within the NCA boundary. For example, if one acre were disturbed 
by new trail development, another acre of existing disturbed habitat in the NCA would be restored.

Associated Comments: 

Please clarify the following statement in Table 2-65, "Where new trail development would result in surface distur-
bance in designated critical habitats, restore acreage of similar quality habitat at a 1:1 ratio. Restoration methods 
and adequacy would be determined by BLM in consultation with USFWS. Such methods could include, but are not 
limited to, reclamation and re-vegetation with approved native species or native species cultivars on linear distur-
bances, fire-damaged lands, or other disturbed areas." Is this referring to restoration of existing land within the NCA 
or adding new acreage outside of the NCA to compensate for the impact? Mitigation ratios, applicability, and stan-
dards in the past have been unclear and have been interpreted differently for BLM projects than for other applicants. 
This has been a major reoccurring issue throughout the reserve over the last 20 years and additional clarity is needed. 
[5899-57]

Response 193: The BLM St. George Field Office has extensive experience constructing non-motorized trail systems. 
We work closely with affected user groups and look at each trail system as a whole. It is a mistake to think that trails 
should be analyzed on an individual basis.

Associated Comments: 
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Rec. & visitor service 266- 67 2-65 Construction of new trails should be allowed, but there needs to be more flexibility 
in what trails are created, and which ones are eliminated. The trails should be analyzed on an individual basis, not 
lumped together into 3 main take it or leave it categories. [5679-184]

Response 194: Numerous outreach efforts have been undertaken. All of the Tread Lightly and Open access materi-
als are available in our public room. In addition, responsible shooting messages have been incorporated into many of 
the BLM St. George Field Office's interpretive materials. However, blaming the agency for the irresponsible behavior 
of some target shooters does little to solve target shooting problems. Anyone who ignores target trash or is willing to 
shoot irreplaceable rock art is unlikely to be swayed by any amount of interpretation. That being said, after a thor-
ough review of the public comments and analysis of potential impacts, it was determined that target shooting in the 
Beaver Dam Wash NCA would be best managed by the decisions found in Alternative D. This alternative contains 
the following criteria: Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be discharged toward a proper backstop 
sufficient to stop the projectile’s forward progress. Targets must be constructed of wood, cardboard, paper or similar 
unbreakable materials. All targets, clays, and shells are considered litter after use and must be removed and disposed 
of properly.

Associated Comments: 

DRMP does not mention any efforts, initiatives, or partnerships that the Field Office has taken to educate the public 
on safe and responsible recreation, including hunting and shooting. The DRMP speaks only to issues associated with 
recreational activities. As you may be aware, the MOU Roundtable created an outdoor ethics education campaign 
in partnership with Tread Lightly! called Respected Access is Open Access. The goal of the campaign is to promote 
responsible behavior by all recreationists. We strongly recommend that the final plan include information about this 
campaign and how the St George Field Office will implement it in the planning area in order to reduce or eliminate 
the problems associated with recreation that the DRMP addresses. The BLM is a national sponsor of this campaign. 
[6292-9]

Socio-Economics
Response 195: The analysis correctly states that the development of a northern transportation route highway along 
any one of the multiple alignments provided to BLM by Washington County and the Dixie MPO would negatively 
impact a majority of the unique resources of the NCA. All of the potential highway alignments are within designated 
critical habitat for the threatened Mojave Desert tortoise and are in areas with high densities of tortoise. Construction 
of a highway along any of these alignments would destroy and fragment critical habitat and potentially isolate tortoise 
populations. Other wildlife species would also be impacted by the construction of a new highway along any of the 
proposed alignments. These same areas also preserve important historic and prehistoric archeological sites that could 
be damaged or destroyed by highway construction along any of the alignments. Each of the alignments, if developed 
as a new multi-lane highway, would negatively impact some recreational use, by disrupting trails or trailhead access. 
And, the construction of a new highway along any of the proposed alignments would impact the scenic qualities 
of the NCA. A majority of the unique resources of the NCA would be negatively impacted by the construction of a 
"northern transportation route," regardless of the alignment selected.

Associated Comments: 

p859 The statement: However, if development (particularly of a "northern transportation route") within the corridor 
designated in Alternative D occurs, the non-market values associated with recreation would be negatively impacted, 
probably resulting in lower levels of recreation-related non-market values under Alternative D than under other alter-
natives. Probably? Yea especially if 6000 acres! There is that word "probably" again. It could say probably not as well. 
Doesn't appear to use much science in the determination. [5673-15]

P 859, first paragraph in the left column. Development of a "northern transportation route" under Alternative D 
would negatively impact a majority of the unique resources that the NCA was created to protect, and their associated 
non-market values. Due to the contemplated scale of the project, it is likely that these impacts would significantly 

compromise these resources and values, relative to Alternatives A, B, and C, which do not designate a ROW corridor 
that could be utilized for a "northern transportation route The above statement on p 859 clearly is incorrect. To say 
that the "northern transportation route would impact the majority of the unique resources that the NCA was created 
to protect is incorrect. This corridor is in the southern most part of the NCA and affecting only a small percentage of 
NCA. How could a NTR located in this location affect "the majorty" of the unique resources? [5673-19] 

Response 196: A robust and thorough analysis of the social and economic impacts of the alternatives was done, see 
pages 839-862 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

The economy has not been thoroughly considered and a new economic analysis should be done to consider that most 
people augment their incomes through some form of ranching and farming, and it would show that it is very impor-
tant to continue to use these public lands in the same form as before the Beaver Dam NCA was declared as people 
have done for generations. [6486-39]

Response 197: Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences of the DEIS at sections 4.22 and 4.45 provides an analysis of 
the impacts on Social and Economic Conditions in Washington County, as a result of the management of public lands 
in the two NCAs and other public lands.

Associated Comments: 

I didn't find (OK, I admit I didn't read each of the 1100 pages) any reference as to the economic effect on citizens and 
governments of Washington County from the implementation of any of the alternatives. [1-8]

Failure to address the economic consequences to citizens and governments of Washington County. [125-11]

Southern Utah is built on recreation. We moved our motorcycle business here for this reason, bringing people from 
around the world to visit us, RIDE, and see why we moved here. These people spend considerable amounts of money 
in our local economy, and come back to do so year after year. Minimizing the use of OUR land stifles the entire eco-
nomic ecosystem [2832-1]

I am very much against this as it will affect my livelihood. My husband and I work for a wilderness program that runs 
primarily out of southern Utah. We already pay incredibly large fees for the use of the land. We have clients who come 
to Utah from all over the country. We are not the only program like this in Utah. In fact, wilderness expedition pro-
grams like ours play a huge part in Utahs economy. You change the use of land rights and make them more restrictive 
you will affect Utahs economy in a huge way. [2902-1]

Our area is know for the various activities and opportunities our public lands allow for recreation and we need 
infrastructure and plans in place which will allow for continued access and usage of these areas. Limiting accessibil-
ity could have a negative long term financial impact on tourism, land values, commercial draw and resident lifestyle. 
[2904-2]

I live in Washington County because of all the outdoor possibilities and freedoms that we have here. I know a lot of 
people that will leave Southern Utah if trails, and open land continue to get shut down. Restricting use of these areas 
will negatively affect the local economy and the culture of Washington County. I don''t normally speak up about new 
legislation or government planning, but this will impact many of my hobbies and recreational activities. [2935-1]

We have to stop taking public access lands and restricting it''s use. I have nothing to do with ATV/etc, but I know that 
our economy is boosted dramatically by people coming from all over the world to experience the back country of 
Utah. [2941-1]

Washington County is a huge off road recreation destination. It pumps money into our local economy and creates 
small business owners and jobs. Our public land should remain very public. [2961-1]

My families lively hood for generations has depended on access to these public lands these changes would put both 
my wife and I out of work unable to provide for our children [3059-1]
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This land also brings much needed revenue into the city of St. George that they can use to maintain the land and have 
more funding for their city. [3081-1, 3402-1]

The recreational activities in Utah bring substantial amounts of revenue to our state. To cut off public lands from 
these activities will contribute to the loses of small business which will lead to less taxes paid and hurting our econo-
my which supports the state of Utah. [3087-1]

As an avid motorcyclist and geologist I travel all the way from Washington state to ride these roads, bringing with me 
my support for the local community, if these roads are closed it will impact business in the community. [3113-1]

As a person from outside St. George area I would like to point out that closing off access to such lands has repeatedly 
been shown to have financial implications in the local community. Many tourist dollars are spent on food and lodg-
ing in communities near contested lands. Restricting access to these areas will hurt the local economy and cost much 
needed jobs. [3270-1]

I love riding motorcycles, and consider having the ability to travel all over the country and visit all the public lands 
one of the greatest privileges that we have as US citizens. The tourism and exposure that these lands bring to each one 
of our states plays a large part in helping to boost the local economies. [3397-1]

Also against closing any current open roads nearby. In the last ten years, 50% of public roads have been closed for no 
reason in this area. This will affect tourism - dirt road tourists come to visit this beautiful area from all over the world. 
[3435-4]

This land has been here for many years. Many people come all around to come here and camp. Camping includes rid-
ing ATV''s, boating, biking, and many other uses of the land. This land has been loved and used by many people for 
many years. There are many hobbies that come with the land and being able to do activities on it. Many people in this 
area will lose jobs, and things they have worked for. [3490-1]

I am requesting that grazing be allowed to continue as it has for many years and has not destroyed the natural beauty 
here. The only thing that is destroying, is the unfair impacts on ranchers which will hurt the county economically. 
[3757-1]

As a frequent snowbird in St. George, and a prospective property buyer, I am very concerned about the proposed 
public land regulations that BLM has promulgated. These regulations are excessive, unnecessary, wasteful, and ex-
tremely counterproductive. They will harm land and home values, unfairly constrain ranching and farming activities, 
and prevent the full enjoyment and ownership of private citizens over their land. [3785-1]

The plan does not sufficiently address the social and economic impacts of plan implementation. [3787-3]

In addition to the prepared message below, the local offices of the BLM and the local county commissioners should 
realize that many persons like me support Utah communities by spending large segments of time and substantial 
amounts of income in Utah when visiting Utah's parks, monuments, wilderness and conservation areas. These lands 
are a large source of income for Utah residents, much larger than income derived from ranching, and much less 
devastating to Utah lands than potential mineral exploration. These Utah lands are significant for their diversity: a 
wonderful blend of high volume tourist parks and low volume wilderness experiences. Without this diversity I assure 
you that the long-term economic viability of southern Utah will be much better served. [4509-1]

The future of the western economy depends on it's scenery and tourism. It's the most reliable long-term driver of 
Utah's economy, and a far more productive use of Utah's remaining wild and undeveloped lands than resource extrac-
tion, which never can escape it's boom and bust cycle. [4544-1]

I come and spend a lot of money in Utah photographing, rock hounding, and escaping to some beauty and peace to 
help refresh my Soul. If these few remaining lands are not well protected, I and many around the world will not come 
and your income flow for small rural areas will begin to fall and people will become unemployed. No one will recom-
mend coming if all you are going to see is abused land and oil and gas tanks and wells all over the place. [4568-1]

I know that the attraction that this country holds for highly qualified and entrepreneurial individuals from foreign 
countries stems to a large extent from the scenic beauty, the open spaces, and the untrammelled wilderness that the 

US has to offer. In the interest of keeping America competitive and ensure the creation of jobs for the American 
people I urge you to do your best to protect and preserve these values. [4592-1]

These are national public lands that happen to be located in Utah. As such these lands should be managed for the 
benefit of all Americans. In doing so, the BLM will enhance the economic value of these management area to the ben-
efit of those who reside in the area; while preserving a precious national treasure for those of us who dwell elsewhere. 
[4593-1]

This area and these fragile lands need the highest level of protection to assure that they are available in at least as close 
to their original condition as still is possible. In this condition they will remain & grow as a draw for tourism and the 
economic benefits it brings to the region. [4669-1]

The term "socioeconomics" as used in the DRMP includes only nonmarket values and social impacts. Water is not 
mentioned once in socioeconomic analysis (not counting "watering troughs"). Only grazing and recreation are 
considered as socioeconomic benefits of the NCAs. Sections 3.21.2, 3.43.1. All other economic uses, including water 
resource use, are ignored. Given the importance of water in this desert area, the failure to consider the economic 
impacts of the proposed actions described above is untenable. In Utah, one-acre foot of water supports * 2.9 Utah 
Residents * 0.9 Utah Households * 1.2 Utah Employees * 0.1 Utah Business Establishments * $93,685 in Personal 
Income to Utah Residents * $47,611 in Wages Paid to Utah Residents * $124,186 in Utah Gross State Product All as-
pects of the economy are intertwined (see Attachment C), so that the failure to address economic losses to the county 
from the loss of use of BLM managed lands due to the proposed restrictions in this plan and the assertion that recre-
ation benefits are all that matter (leaving aside the plan's diminishment of the value of grazing to the local economy 
and culture) are not sufficient analysis for the actions in question. [4674-31]

By limiting the economic impact considerations to the current policy and three alternative scenarios developed by 
the planning team, the opportunity costs of the measures, whether evaluated quantitatively, as the case for recreation 
and grazing, or qualitatively were not adequately considered. The scenarios as outlined included mostly scenarios that 
severely limit development. * The as-is case, which would somewhat limit development and limit the development 
of the Northern Transportation Route * Two extremely restricted use cases * An alternative that allows the Northern 
Transportation Route, but remains very restrictive for other development Note that not considered is a scenario that 
allows both development and the development of a reasonable Northern Transportation Route. An adequate com-
parison of economic effects of such an alternative to the alternatives presented would be compelling. [4674-32]

The impacts of closing off additional land to potential future development are not considered. These impacts will 
include indirect impacts on private lands affected by the planning prescriptions outlined in the RMP. [4674-34]

Reducing the public interest in the health of the Washington County economy to the status of a "stakeholder" for the 
purposes of easing comparisons between qualitative benefits and costs seems to be an imprudent approach. [4674-35]

The economic analysis should address the real impacts on local communities, to the extent that transportation and 
utility development and other economic activities are affected by the RMP * The economic analysis should address 
impacts on economic activities outside of the designated BLM management areas resulting from the restrictions im-
posed by the RMP. * The DRMP should address the likely benefits from further development that would be precluded 
by its prescriptions. [4674-36]

Identification of areas of public land in Washington County where biological conservation is a priority." TOTALLY 
IGNORES ECONOMIC LOSS, and OVERLOOKS people as part of biology. [4684-11]

You must agree that enhancing the region's status as an important destination for tourism, while conserving impor-
tant resources, will only be a benefit to Southwest Utah's economy [4685-5]

 I would urge BLM to consider the economic consequences of any and all of the proposed restrictions in any of the 
alternatives. [4704-4]

Building a road through the protected desert tortoise habitat could potentially result in the USFWS issuing a jeopardy 
opinion, which would surely slow future economic development in Washington County. As our local economy is 
already severely depressed, this is not the time to slow economic growth further. 4714-5]
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This gives people the chance to experience the beauty of southern Utah and brings money in to the town. St. George 
has been on my list of places to visit next year. If these lands are restricted riders like myself will not be visiting this 
area. That not only leaves the surrounding areas with less money coming in, but less people that get to experience the 
beauty of St. George Utah. [4992-1]

Additionally, the economic hit on local people, local business, local ranchers should be considered as much as the 
need to expand the BLM budget for the proposed land regulations. More personnel and equipment will be needed. 
That means more taxes, more funding requests to fix a problem that doesn''t need a solution. [5119-1]

It would also SEVERELY impact the local economy as we travel there several times a year for recreation and both trail 
riding as well as camping. [5121-2]

I routinely travel nearly 1000 miles from my home in Colorado to experience this area on my motorcycle and have 
spent thousands of dollars in the local economy. If this area is closed to motorized access, I will no longer have any 
incentive to visit this beautiful community. [5174-1]

The BLM cannot make a management plan without collaboration with local government entities. These restrictions 
and land area closures will cause an economic downturn as it effects the grazing and cattle industry, the tourism 
industry, and others. Not to mention this will surely be cause for a lawsuit which could cause the tax payers millions. 
[5271-1]

Section 4.45.2.2 P846 "Construction of a "northern transportation route" highway would generate a variety of mar-
ket and non-market economic benefits. It would have negative economic impacts as well. The economic benefits 
and costs of the proposed highway are discussed under Alternative D". These benefits and costs probably would be 
forgone under Alternative A. What is the basis for this statement and why does it even appear here? I can't see where 
there are negative economic impacts as well. [5673-12]

The cost benefit ratio is incorrectly labeled here as unfavorable. The cost/benefit numbers shown in table 8 of the ref-
erenced study were only used as a comparison value to see which alternative was the best relative to each alternative. 
The numbers were based on a single year, 2040 which is clearly for the purpose of comparison. In discussions with the 
consultant, the benefit/cost ratio was used just for this comparison purpose. And any other interpretation is incorrect. 
[5673-13]

There is no analysis in the draft RMP addressing the socioeconomic impacts of species introduction. [5679-31]

BLM must analyze the socioeconomic impacts of multiple factors, including both market-based and non-market 
based benefits, when developing management alternatives. This action is not only required, but will help ensure that 
the costs of other extractive uses, such as oil and gas production, grazing or motorized vehicle recreation, do not per-
manently harm other important, non-market benefits of greater conservation areas [5917-54]

Within the draft RMPs and RMPA for the St. George Field Office, BLM has given greater consideration to the values 
derived from nonmarket resources for both the individual and the environment. For each alternative proposed, BLM 
has not only looked at its economic-impact values, but also discussed and considered both the natural and human 
benefits derived from added nonmarket value considerations. It has recognized that many of ecosystem services can 
and likely will have additional economic value if the functional benefits of these ecosystems are adequately main-
tained or improved. While the data is largely qualitative, BLM has used it constructively in developing its range of 
alternatives to prioritize nonmarket values more than the existing management structure, which will help BLM select 
an alternative that better supports not only economic interests, but also the broad nonmarket values associated with 
the conservation lands and broader St. George landscape. [5917-57]

While preparing a quantitative evaluation of the nonmarket values of a landscape is preferred, it is not always pos-
sible. Under all circumstances, however, BLM must at least prepare a qualitative assessment of the nonmarket values 
present on a landscape as part of the NEPA process. To help "tell the entire economic story" of conditions in the St. 
George Field Office management area, BLM drafted The Socioeconomic Baseline Report by reviewing the social, cul-
tural, and economic conditions and trends within the planning area.20 While the Report doesn't provide comprehen-
sive quantitative data, it does include useful details on some social and economic contributions of various resources, 
such as vegetative products, recreation, grazing, and non-market uses for Washington County as a whole, and for 

each NCA individually. In the report, BLM discusses how "estimates of nonmarket values supplement estimates of in-
come generated from commodity uses to provide a more complete picture of the economic implications of proposed 
resource management decisions."21 This report and subsequent BLM analysis of nonmarket resources in the planning 
area will help replace the "zero" value typically applied to nonmarket values with a more useful number that assists 
planners when making challenging land use planning decisions. [5917-58]

Across the St. George area, there are numerous nonmarket resource values present that BLM must consider in its land 
use planning decisions. These include, but are not limited to: endangered, threatened or rare species, paleontologi-
cal resources, wilderness landscapes, remote recreation areas, etc. Many of these resources have both an important 
natural function and a publicly recognized value. When developing its management plans for the NCAs, BLM must 
ensure its management decisions apply the best practices so as to enhance nonmarket values "for the benefit and en-
joyment of present and future generations." Omnibus, Section 1975(a) and Section 1974(a) (1) [5917-59]

BLM has considered many of the nonmarket values present in the St. George Field Office planning area. To maximize 
the economic benefits of these values, BLM must incorporate management prescriptions into the final decisions that 
elevate landscape and natural resource conservation and protection, and ensure sustainability. Doing so will support 
and create new and diverse economic opportunities in a rapidly growing area of southern Utah. [5917-60]

Most property owners adjacent to the Red Cliffs NCA/Reserve, especially those who recently bought high value land 
on the north end of Washington City, do not want to see their property values go down due to being next to a busy 
roadway. Many were assured when they bought their property that no roads or highways would ever adversely affect 
the property because the NCA/Reserve was a protected area. 5921-9]

I would ask that more consideration be given to the impact the implementation of this plan would have on Santa 
Clara and other surrounding communities as we rely on the critical natural resources and recreational opportunities 
that our citizens enjoy. As you are aware, tourism is an important component to a vibrant economy in our area. Severe 
restrictions, as they are suggested in this document, would be devastating to that industry as well as local citizens who 
value the beautiful wilderness that surrounds us here in Southern Utah. [5925-4]

According to the Socioeconomic Baseline Report prepared for this effort, "The total value of production from graz-
ing within the NCA would be $1,900 if all AUMs were used. This is probably not realistic given the inaccessibility of 
the portions of the allotments within the NCA, and thus the value of actual production from grazing within the Red 
Cliffs NCA is probably less or even zero." However, this does not take into account the amount of public funds used 
to administer and support the grazing operation. If it had, it would be clear that this operation is losing money at 
taxpayer expense. [5928-28]

The economics section in the Draft needs to provide a full accounting of costs and benefits accrued to economics. 
It will be important to distinguish between private costs and benefits and public costs and benefits. That is, who is 
paying for what aspects of grazing management, e.g., fencing, piping, water troughs, monitoring, cultural resource 
monitoring, and administration? Who is receiving money from grazing on the Monument? What are public benefits? 
What are public costs? [5928-45]

The BLM IM 2013-131, "Guidance on Estimating Nonmarket Values" also provides some direction for including non-
market values in the economics analysis [5928-47]

Your Land Aquisition process in Washington County is going to create income loss in all So Utah, and probably ani-
mosity from many! This is not a good for anyone! [5993-1]

Protection of the ecosystem and natural landscapes drives our local, state economies and needs to remain viable for 
the long term. We don't need intrusive development and/or destructive uses. We do need to protect and appreciate 
our natural wonders now and conserve them as a lasting legacy for future Utahns. [5996-1]

The actions the BLM proposes in these draft plans will seriously impact the economy of our city and the lives of its 
citizens. In many respects, they contradict what was negotiated in the Omnibus Public Lands Management Act of 
2009, which was unexpected and unwarranted. This has damaged your reputation for working with the community. 
The Town of Apple Valley expects the BLM to work cooperatively with our citizens in making decisions that directly 
affect them. [6000-5]
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As someone who is interested in providing better and higher paying jobs in this area, beautiful housing projects, I 
feel our local government representatives can better serve this need. There would be economic consequences to this 
county if this plan is carried out. [6101-3, 6121-1]

All decisions should maintain or improve the overall economic base through the judicious use and enjoyment of fed-
eral lands that will provide economic diversity and long-term stability that is beneficial to the residents of the county. 
Have your proposed changes in land use been evaluated, mitigated to minimize impacts to the customs and culture 
and economic stability of the county? [6486-65]

Nothing in these plans should work against the economic viability of the county to impede the workforce and econo-
mies along with tax base. [6486-71]

The federal government controls more than 635 million acres of land in the United States, including 67 percent of 
Utah so all remaining areas must be managed as multiple use in order to keep the economies going. [6486-85]

The BLM should focus on the rural economy of ranching, resource development and recreation [6486-86]

Response 198: Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences of the DEIS at sections 4.22 and 4.45 provides an analysis 
of the impacts on Social and Economic Conditions in Washington County, as a result of the management of pub-
lic lands in the two NCAs and other public lands. Table 3-29 (page 463) displays Employment by Major Sectors for 
Washington County in 2013 and shows that the sector of Agriculture employs 101 persons or 0.01 percent of all 
employment sectors.

Associated Comments: 

Grazing leases are long-term authorizations that usually require a significant economic investment in the land. Public 
lands and resources provide many socioeconomic benefits and opportunities to local residents through Livestock 
Grazing. Grazing on public lands is essential to the county's economic future. There are no scientific studies showing 
the Beaver Dam NCA has been degraded by livestock and in fact, shows that the livestock owners have voluntarily 
reduced grazing when necessary and are now being punished for doing so. [6486-7]

Response 199: Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences of the DEIS at sections 4.22 and 4.45 provides an analysis 
of the impacts on Social and Economic Conditions in Washington County, as a result of the management of public 
lands in the two NCAs and other public lands. Table 4-15 displays data on the Annual Local Economic Impact from 
Livestock Grazing in Beaver Dam Wash NCA for each alternative in the Draft RMP. Under Alternative A and D, 
total economic output of grazing in the NCA is $148,600; labor income is $19,200, and this activity provides 3.3 jobs. 
Under Alternative B, total economic output would be $89,200; total labor income $11,000, and total number of jobs 
would be 2. Under Alternative C, livestock grazing would not be authorized in the NCA, generating no economic 
output, labor income, or jobs. Table 4-40 displays similar data for livestock grazing in the Red Cliffs NCA. Under 
Alternatives A and D, total economic output would be $11,600; Alternatives B and C would be $3,900. Alternatives 
A and D would generate $1200 in labor earnings, Alternatives B and C, $400 in labor earnings. Alternatives A and D 
would support 0.17 jobs annually, Alternative B and C 0.06 jobs annually.

Associated Comments: 

I also request as prescribed by federal law that you do a comprehensive analysis on the economic impact further 
restrictions on grazing due to this erroneous designation will have on myself my family and the economically disad-
vantaged area in which we live. [4688-5] 

Grazers and the county are further concerned that other elements in the draft RMP such as proposals to obtain water 
rights, restrictions on rights of way (ROWs), and view shed protections will further reduce grazing through indirect 
regulations. Cattle grazing on public land is an important part of Washington County's cultural heritage. Small com-
munities in the county rely on cattle grazing as part of their economy. The county is opposed to any portions of the 
draft RMP that harm the grazers and the economies of local grazing communities without sound science to support 
the management actions. [5679-78]

 Grazers and the county are further concerned that other elements in the draft RMP such as proposals to obtain water 
rights, restrictions on ROWs, and view shed protections will further reduce grazing. Cattle grazing on public land is 
an important part of Washington County's cultural heritage. Small communities in the county rely on cattle grazing 
for their economy. The county is opposed to any designations that harm the grazers and the economies of local graz-
ing communities. [5900-20]

Several Ivins residents are ranchers who utilize the winter range south and west of the Shivwits Reservation . Given 
time they could be individually identified. One of them who holds a grazing permit for I 0I head of cattle stated that 
if vegetation utilization was reduced by 40% it would be his economic ruin. Since grazing permits have been used 
responsibly and successfully by these ranchers used over a period of many years Ivins City finds it unacceptable that 
these proposed change in BLM policy could cause such harm to them. [5901-6]

The livestock grazing industries are the largest contributor to agricultural receipts in Utah, and are the largest con-
tributor to the economies of numerous counties across the state. The continued economic and cultural success of 
small communities throughout Utah are dependent upon the strength of local businesses. The customs and cultures 
of these areas have been built around the presence of livestock grazing in those communities and counties. Access to 
the permitted use of grazing on public lands is essential for communities within the draft RMP area. The continuation 
of grazing on public lands can be both economically and ecologically sustainable. [5909-1]

I am asking the Blm to accept option A (no action) because the proposed management plan would impact me tre-
mendously. First Life; my life and my family's life depend on the economic proceeds we make off of raising cattle on 
the Beaver Dam wash. Without this money my family will starve to death. This plan also takes away my liberty. The 
liberty to manage a cattle herd in the best possible way and manage the land in the best possible way so that the cattle 
and land are protected long into the future. This plan would destroy my pursuit of happiness. My entire life I have 
been able to work with my father from sun-up until sundown everyday. In the ranching industry my children get to 
work with me from sun-up till sundown every day. This has bonded our family together so closely and brought us our 
deepest joy and happiness in this life. Your proposed plans will destroy all of that. [6260-1]

I would also like to address the economic impack this has on our community and our county. No one would like to 
take a 40% or a 100% pay cut as you suggest is necessary. The truth of the matter is that we can no longer survive 
with these cuts. None of our other costs go down in relationship to your suggested cut. So the impact to our area is 
tremendous as you cut this many people in the area by the suggested % you will put many out of us out of business or 
will cut our income by 40%. Either way you impact more people than just the cattle permitees in our area!! [6291-4]

I would also like to address the economic impack this has on our community and our county. No one would like to 
take a 40% or a 100% pay cut as you suggest is necessary. The truth of the matter is that we can no longer survive 
with these cuts. None of our other costs go down in relationship to your suggested cut. So the impact to our area is 
tremendous as you cut this many people in the area by the suggested % you will put many out of us out of business or 
will cut our income by 40%. Either way you impact more people than just the cattle permitees in our area!! [6291-4]

So long as this family ranching system remains intact, families will continue to contribute to the local environmental 
needs, economy and culture. If they face too many challenges, including those manufactured through the politics 
of the day and federal land management agency changing philosophies. These multi-generational ranching families 
will ultimately fail. This is a threat to the entire Washington County system and its environmental landscape, history, 
culture and economy. [6430-2]

Grazing is huge to the county's economy and all aspects should be analyzed, including feed stores, hay fields, veteri-
nary, rodeo, youth and all ag uses that are benefited because of grazing on public lands. The economic impact analysis 
is faulty and needs to include all family members and part time workers that rely on grazing that would be effected if 
AUMS are lost not just the people that hold the grazing permits. [6486-11]

Since cattle prices have gone up extensively since 2012 as stated in your Table 4-11 Value of an AUM for Cattle 
Production and cattle production on all BLM and Forest Service in the west is being rapidly diminished by the 
government, the BLM needs to do a new analysis for 2015. 2012 is not an accurate analysis for the value of AUMs for 
cattle production. The economic impact analysis is faulty and needs to be updated. It assumes that actual use of the 
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total AUMS allocated to grazing would occur at recent historical rates, specifically over the period of 2007-2011 with 
a billed use of 57.1 percent of total permitted use. The economic impact analysis is not current and uses a little over 
half of the total permitted use and is faulty and needs to be updated as to total AUMS. [6486-14]

Social and Economic Conditions in the draft plans is faulty and a new analysis should be done to include all contribu-
tions of livestock grazing which keep local businesses going by hay and feed purchases, truck purchases, equipment 
rentals, sale of beef, and cultural values of contributions to high school 4-H and livestock shows, rodeo, etc. The sale 
of grazing rights to by older ranchers who have no other retirement to younger ranchers has not been analyzed at all 
and a new analysis should be done adequately analyzing this. )- As stated in the Social and Economic Conditions, P. 
11, Alternative A would not make large changes to the current availability of grazing in the NCA, and would therefore 
continue to support the nonmarket values associated with livestock grazing in the NCA. Alternative A is the only 
alternative that should be considered. [6486-17]

Economists hold that for every dollar loss to the rancher, there will be a four-fold loss to business income in the sur-
rounding areas of the county. This should be studied in a new economic analysis. [6486-24]

 

Response 200: Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences of the DEIS at sections 4.22 and 4.45 provides an analysis of 
the impacts on Social and Economic Conditions in Washington County, as a result of the management of public lands 
in the two NCAs and other public lands. The analysis addresses the impacts of designating a new utility and transpor-
tation corridor under Alternative D, through the Red Cliffs NCA, that could accommodate the northern transporta-
tion route on all resources values.

Associated Comments: 

One major difference exists between Alternative D and all other alternatives. Alternative D would designate a 6,350-
acre utility and transportation corridor. This corridor would allow for location of new utilities through the NCA, and 
for the development of Washington County's proposed "northern transportation route" highway. The stated need for a 
"northern transportation route" is to reduce projected traffic pressure on existing roads in the greater St. George met-
ropolitan area. According to the Washington Parkway Cost/Benefit Study, the highway would: Reduce delays; Reduce 
accidents; Improve air quality; and Stimulate economic growth (Horrocks Engineers 2011 [5673-14]

The document fails to demonstrate an understanding of why the route is needed and fails to consider the indi-
rect effects on the community related to implementation of land management policies that preclude a Northern 
Transportation Route. Socio-economic effects of preventing a route include impacts on public health, air quality, acci-
dent rates, public safety, emergency response, travel delay and the local economy. The lack of coordination with local 
planning professionals is evidenced by the lack of understanding of these issues in the RMP. [5899-26]

None of the indirect impacts sections (air quality and socio-economics in particular) consider the indirect effects of 
Alternatives B and C, which erroneously preclude development of a Northern Transportation Route. These effects 
include nearly 3,000 hours a day of vehicle congestion and emissions by 2040. Traffic delays without an appropriately 
located Northern Transportation Route (that meets the transportation need), have a quantifiable cost of nearly $19.5 
million dollars a year by 2040. [5899-75]

Continued growth in our area is vital to the local economy. When a community is growing, many jobs are created 
and continued growth provides a steady income for Washington County families. New roads are an essential part to 
continued growth and provides a solution to traffic congestion and gridlock [6429-4]

Response 201: Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences of the DEIS at sections 4.22 and 4.45 provides an analysis 
of the impacts on Social and Economic Conditions in Washington County, as a result of the management of pub-
lic lands in the two NCAs and other public lands. Table 3-29 (page 463) displays Employment by Major Sectors for 
Washington County in 2013 and shows that the sector of Agriculture employs 101 persons or 0.01 percent of all 
employment sectors.

Associated Comments: 

Agriculture was not mentioned as a use. The only place it was mentioned was in Table 3-29 Employment by Major 
Economic Sectors for Washington County, June 2013 with an asterisk stating the table *Excludes data on self-employ-
ment and the agriculture sector. The economic loss of agriculture to the county needs to be analyzed. [6486-12]

Response 202: Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences of the DEIS at sections 4.22 and 4.45 provides an analysis of 
the impacts on Social and Economic Conditions in Washington County, as a result of the management of public lands 
in the two NCAs and other public lands. The TMP is a separate planning process that will be completed after the 
signing of the Records of Decisions on the RMPs/Plan Amendment.

Associated Comments: 

The BLM must also present the public with a sense of the market and non-market values positively or negatively 
affected by each of the generic options, including the quality-of-life issues buoyed by a solution to congestion. 
Alternatively, the BLM could hold the RMP work in abeyance until it has provided the TMP studies for public review, 
and make final dete1minations simultaneously. [3933-18]

Response 203: Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences of the DEIS at sections 4.22 and 4.45 provides an analysis 
of the impacts on Social and Economic Conditions in Washington County, as a result of the management of public 
lands in the two NCAs and other public lands. This analysis includes the qualitative analysis of non-market values 
which address the non-qualitative values that local residents and visitors derive from use of the public lands in many 
contexts.

Associated Comments: 

The draft plans mention numerous, numerous times "cultural" and "historic", but fail to realize that ranching and 
grazing settled Washington County and is still this county's "cultural" and "historic" heritage and is still producing 
some of this county's future hard-working families. Customs and culture are mentioned throughout the draft plans. 
However, throughout the draft plans, the county's customs and cultures and quality of life and economies, dependent 
upon the federal natural resources and management decisions, directly impact and potentially change the county's 
customs and culture. A critical tie exists between, private, federal and state natural resources and the continuance of 
the way of life in Washington County is imperative. Nothing in the final plans should negatively impact the county's 
customs and culture. [6486-15]

Social cohesion measures the strength of a community. Strong cohesion comes from shared beliefs, repeated inter-
actions, volunteerism, close proximity to work, and social ties. Long established ranching areas such as we have in 
Washington County have a high level of cohesion is important in public policy and should be studied and main-
tained. [6486-34]

Grazing leases are long-term authorizations that require a significant economic investment in the land which should 
be included in a new social and economic analysis. [6486-18]

The BLM must do a current economic analysis/economic impact plan of how the alternatives in the draft plans will 
impact the livelihood of ranchers, ranching families, retiring ranchers, and the impact on the local economies and put 
a dollar figure on the economic cost of current, reduced and eliminated grazing to the ranching families and the com-
munities that depend on them. [6486-27]

Ranching is very important to the economies of Washington and surrounding counties. To take permits away or to 
ultimately make grazing untenable and impossible to make a living on would further impoverish the residents of the 
county who depend on ranching on BLM. Ranching is also very important to tourism because people from all over 
the country and world come to see "real cowboys" and the traditions of the west. Every summer we have tourists stop 
to take pictures as we trail cows and work the cattle and to visit with us about our way of life. It is also important to 
these people that the cowboy/western traditions continue. This important American tradition cannot continue if 
grazing is taken from public lands. We are proud of this way of life, and the BLM plans should be highlight this cul-
ture, heritage and traditions. It is also important that the grazing final plans not have so many rules, regulations and 
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restrictions that grazing becomes unviable. Any restrictions and reductions in grazing will show direct impacts to the 
local communities, the local tourism industry and the ranching community and must not be tolerated. [6486-38]

Soil 
Response 204: The DEIS contemplated many management actions and BMPs that reduce erosion. The Proposed 
RMPs/Proposed Plan Amendment includes provisions and management actions to reduce erosion.

Associated Comments: 

Since some agents of erosion are unavoidable and outside the control of the manager, it makes sense to eliminate all 
sources of erosion that can be controlled by management. Levels of OHV recreation and livestock grazing, for ex-
ample, are easier to adjust. OHV activity on sensitive and fragile soils should be restricted further. Livestock grazing 
has a widespread effect on erosion by trampling soils and removing vegetation, and a greater effort should be made to 
keep them out of areas with sensitive and fragile soils. [5928-2]

Response 206: The RMP sets the broad framework for measuring, monitoring, and mitigating any possible impacts 
of surfacing disturbing activities (e.g. recreation trails or recreation facilities). The details the commenter is requesting 
is not required or necessary for land use planning.

Associated Comments: 

How will the BLM measure, monitor, and mitigate the high degree of soil erosion? Please include detailed protocols 
and monitoring methods in the forthcoming EIS. [5928-5]

Before initiating any treatment, ecological sites should be evaluated for suitability, including: assessment of soil type, 
ecosite description, site characteristics, potential for exotic invasion, risk of failure due to climate change and reduce 
precipitation levels. Perhaps most importantly, the ability to correct the disturbance factors that moved the site away 
from potential should be assessed. Treatments should never be implemented solely to provide forage for livestock or 
wildlife. The risk of failure and the tendency for forage seedings to be overused and cause resource damage contrain-
dicates that management action. [5928-10]

Response 207: The DEIS included many provisions and management actions to preserve and reduce impacts to 
biological soil crusts (See Tables 2-1, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-12, 2-26, 2-36, 2-40, 2-41, 2-42, 2-46). The specificity in the 
monitoring component the commenter is suggesting is not required for land use planning decisions, but the BLM 
may consider them as the plan is implemented, as appropriate.

Associated Comments: 

Biological soil crust cover reduces the amount of bare ground available for weed colonization, and the St George 
F.O. should do everything it can to reduce disturbance. The draft EIS should also include the methods used to assess 
the general status of biological soil crusts in the planning area. Because different seral components of biological soil 
crust perform different ecological functions, WWP recommends that monitoring methods include an assessment of 
the seral status of biological soil crusts, distinguishing between early seral (light cyanobacteria-dominated crusts), 
and mid-and later-seral crusts (dark cyanobacteria-dominated crusts, lichen and moss). The earlier stages that often 
return soon after disturbance are important as the early succession foundation of mid- and late-successional biocrust 
(i.e., dark cyanobacteria, lichen, moss) and their development should be included in management decisions. Graze 
only when ground is frozen in locations where biological crust (light and/or dark cyanobacteria, moss, and/or lichen) 
is capable of being supported. [5928-3]

Soundscape 
Response 208: There are no management actions proposed that would conflict with the surrounding urban inter-
face. Stating that the entire NCA is within an urban interface is incorrect. Only the southern one-third of the NCA is 

subject to urban noise, primarily from Interstate-15. There are many locations in the northern portions of the NCA 
where natural quiet can be found, and many of these locations are popular hiking, biking, and equestrian destina-
tions. The goals and objectives for natural soundscapes are neither futile, nor do they conflict with "normal human 
activities."

Associated Comments: 

Section No./Title Page No. Table No. Comment Natural Soundscapes 136 and 254 2-29 and 2-63 Remove goal of pro-
viding natural soundscapes in the NCAs. Natural soundscapes are unrealistic in an urban interface. Trying to enforce 
such a goal would be futile and result in conflicts with normal human activities. [5679-158]

Response 209: Stating that the entire NCA is within an urban interface is incorrect. Only the southern one-third of 
the NCA is subject to urban noise, primarily from Interstate-15. There are many locations in the northern portions 
of the NCA where natural quiet can be found, and many of these locations are popular hiking, biking, and equestrian 
destinations. The goals and objectives for natural soundscapes are clearly laid out in Table 2-63, and there are no man-
agement actions proposed that would conflict with the surrounding urban interface. Those actions listed in Chapter 2 
are: 1) Identify and provide opportunities for visitors to enjoy the atmosphere of peace and tranquility afforded by the 
natural soundscapes of the NCA. 2) Provide educational materials through various media and venues (e.g., trailhead 
kiosks, websites, educational programs, and school curriculum) focused on increasing public awareness of natural 
quiet and the benefits of protecting natural soundscapes where they are present in the NCA. 3) Identify appropri-
ate acoustic monitoring locations in the NCA using established protocols. Install sound level meters and supporting 
hardware to collect, analyze, and determine the levels and types of natural sounds in the NCA and to identify poten-
tial anthropogenic sources of soundscape impacts.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-63: It is unclear why natural soundscapes are being managed; soundscapes are not discussed in OPLMA or 
National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) policy. [17] It is unclear how soundscape management is priori-
tized in relation to other management actions more directly related to the purpose for which the NCA was estab-
lished. Also it seems that this management action does not account for the broader landscape setting of the NCA, 
which is located at the urban interface, where in many areas, ambient noise is a part of the setting and cannot be 
reduced through management within the NCA. [5899-56] 

Response 210: Only the southern one-third of the NCA is subject to urban noise, primarily from Interstate-15. There 
are many locations in the northern portions of the NCA where natural quiet can be found, and many of these loca-
tions are popular hiking, biking, and equestrian destinations. The goals, objectives, and management decisions for 
natural soundscapes are clearly laid out in Table 2-63. One of those decisions is to identify and provide opportunities 
for visitors to enjoy the atmosphere of peace and tranquility afforded by the natural soundscapes of the NCA.

Associated Comments: 

Road noise ruins the experience of being in an area that has not been impacted by development. [3263-2]

Response 211: The goals, objectives, and management decisions for natural soundscapes are clearly laid out in Table 
2-63. One of those decisions is to identify appropriate acoustic monitoring locations in the NCA using established 
protocols. Install sound level meters and supporting hardware to collect, analyze, and determine the levels and types 
of natural sounds in the NCA and to identify potential anthropogenic sources of soundscape impacts.

Associated Comments: 

Many visitors to BLM managed lands, particularly the National Conservation Lands, are often seeking a quiet, out-
door recreation experience. To satisfy its FLPMA mandate, among others, BLM must consider and develop manage-
ment strategies that support numerous uses, while also protecting public lands in their natural condition whenever 
possible. [5917-28]
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Natural soundscapes are an important component of all public lands and have a large influence on visitors to the area. 
To go beyond a simple recreation dichotomy of quiet-zones vs. noise tolerant zones (i.e., non-motorized vs. motor-
ized), BLM needs to fully inventory the existing natural soundscapes of the planning area; complete sound modeling 
to the extent practicable to assess noise impacts; assign sound classifications to individual management zones, and 
adopt classification management prescriptions that minimize or mitigate noise impacts on recreation and wildlife. By 
adopting a sound classification system, BLM will be better able to prioritize the preservation of natural soundscapes 
during the land use planning and project-level approval processes. [5917-29]

BLM should complete a relatively comprehensive inventory of existing natural soundscape levels for the NCA. This 
information will further support BLM's initiative to implement a strong acoustic monitoring program on site to help 
track future changes, which are expected given the growing interest in outdoor recreation in southwestern Utah. 
We also recommend BLM add a natural soundscape class designation to each Beaver Dam Wash NCA Recreation 
Management Zone Description. See BDWNCA draft RMP, Table 2-32, at 156. Assigning a specific natural soundscape 
level to the Primitive, Backcountry, and Frontcountry Zones will help reinforce the importance of protecting natural 
soundscapes in land use planning. [5917-30]

BLM should complete a thorough analysis of the natural soundscapes within and around the RDNCA, includ-
ing the two wilderness areas. In order to adequately monitor, mitigate and/or minimize the impact of unnatural, 
disturbing, and damaging noises from both activities within and outside the NCA, BLM must obtain this baseline 
information. We also recommend that BLM add a natural soundscape class designation to each proposed Red Cliffs 
NCA Recreation Management Zone Description at Table 2-66. Assigning a specific natural soundscape level to the 
Primitive, Backcountry, Frontcountry, and Rural Zones will reinforce the importance of natural soundscapes in land 
use planning [5917-31]

Response 212: The goals, objectives, and management decisions for natural soundscapes are clearly laid out in Table 
2-63. One of those decisions is to identify and provide opportunities for visitors to enjoy the atmosphere of peace and 
tranquility afforded by the natural soundscapes of the NCA.

Associated Comments: 

As a hiker and backpacker, I also understand the desire of people to be able to go where they don't have to hear the 
sounds of engines and there can be designated areas where they can go to get away from it all. Parts of the National 
Parks and the NCAs may be good examples [5680-10]

Not everyone enjoys hearing motorized vehicles when they are on a nature hike, in fact, I would say no one does.
Muchless the sound of vehicles with the careless tossing of litter that invariably comes with roadways. [6415-1]

Special Recreation Permits 
Response 213: This comment lacks both substance and evidence. It is not true that competitive events result in the 
widening of old routes or the creation of new routes. In fact, the exact opposite is true. Special Recreation Permits are 
heavily regulated and have far fewer impacts than unregulated, everyday use. Stating that camping, staging by race 
participants, observers in unauthorized areas, littering, and inability of race monitors to prevent unauthorized activi-
ties is pure speculation. These activities would not be tolerated by any commercial or competitive permit holder. This 
response shows a lack of understanding about the process for issuing and managing permits

Associated Comments: 

We also do not support the authorization of Special Recreation Permits for competitive non motorized recreation 
events (e.g. bicycle races) in the Red Cliffs NCA. As described in the desert tortoise recovery plan, competitive events 
result in the widening of old routes, creation of new routes, camping and staging by race participants and observ-
ers in unauthorized areas, littering, and inability of race monitors to prevent unauthorized activities (USFWS 2011). 
[5905-7]

Response 214: Having a set group size number for SRP's is not ideal. Each SRP is unique and it should be left to 
professional judgement to determine group size limits. For example: A motorcoach tour wants to visit an NCA. The 
coach holds 22 passengers. They never leave the road and passengers only leave the vehicle to take photos. Under 
Alternative C, this permit would be denied and a group of visitors who pose little impact would be denied enjoyment 
of the NCA. On the other hand, there are certain permits where a group size of 10 would be too large. Using a one 
size fits all limits opportunities when compared to using potential resource impacts as the determining factor. Using 
those criteria there may be competitive events that are compatible with a National Conservation Area. For example, 
a 5K fun run that brings attention to, that takes place on existing roads, and supports the goals of the NCA is a good 
example.

Associated Comments: 

SUWA recommends that BLM adopt Alternative C's group size limitation of 15 persons, including guides. Although 
BLM may authorize SRPs for organized groups, organized group SRPs should only be permitted with a clear, enforce-
able group size limitation (i.e., 15 people per group, including guides) and should not be a discretionary determina-
tion. BLM prohibit historical reenactments, especially those requiring the use of buggies, wagons, handcarts, or other 
animal-drawn vehicles, within the NCA. Furthermore, BLM should not authorize SRPs for competitive non-motor-
ized events within the NCA. [4678-23]

We specifically support Alternative C's approach for Special Recreation Permits. As mentioned above, the increased 
use of commercial companies should be anticipated because there are an increased number of companies using the 
NCAs. In addition, we recommend careful assessment of commercial guiding numbers and areas visited, with adap-
tive management prescriptions to regulate such activities if they impact the environmental resources. We strongly 
support Alternative C's prohibition of any competitive non-motorized events or organized group events. The NCA's 
purpose does not mesh well with group activities, which can impair environmental resources as well as the visitor 
experience. There are other public and private lands and settings that can handle and are more appropriate for such 
activities. [5896-25]

Limit commercial use SRP's to 15 people and maintain strict control of the process. [6286-24]

Response 215: This plan would supersede the HCP on public lands within the original Red Cliffs Desert Reserve 
boundary. It is intended to give managers the maximum amount of flexibility to meet a growing population. For 
instance, if a running event wanted to pass through the RCNCA on Cottonwood Road, there would be no impact to 
tortoise populations. The following restrictions would be in place to protect NCA values: competitive running and 
bicycling events could be authorized on roads in the NCA if they meet the following criteria: 

a) Event staging takes place outside the NCA or takes place on designated roads and/or at trailheads inside the 
NCA;

b) The event causes no new surface disturbance;

c) Event scheduling complies with seasonal restrictions to protect wildlife and habitats, (e.g., restrictions on 
events during desert tortoise active season, generally between March 15 and October 15).

Associated Comments: 

14 141 2.3.1 2-31 The Council fully supports the prohibition of competitive equestrian and vehicle events in the 
NCAs. We note that the Washington County HCP states that no competitive sports of any kind would be permitted 
within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. However, the BLM would allow competitive bike racing and running in their 
Preferred Alternative B. To be consistent with the HCP, the BLM should not permit any competitive sports in the 
NCA, including not only equestrian and vehicle racing, but also running and biking. [6287-25]

Response 216: This is not a planning level decision, but it should be noted that the BLM St. George Field Office has 
over 110 active Special Recreation Permits and the Tri-state ATV Jamboree is one of the longest running. Events like 
the Jamboree are good for the local economy and are valued by the BLM.
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Associated Comments: 

As President of the Tri-State ATV Club, I would also urge BLM to incorporate specific language that would protect 
and promote responsible activities and events such as the Tri-State ATV Jamboree. [4704-1]

Response 217: There is already a sophisticated method of tracing visitation through the use of digital traffic counters. 
These counters can be used to track hikers, bikers, equestrians, ATV's, UTV's, and full-size vehicles.

Associated Comments: 

Limit SRP's to 10% of overall visitation: This requires some method of counting visitations rather than estimating. 
Sounds good but puts an undue burden on the agency. [5919-8]

Response 218: The limit of 15 is in Alternative C. The preferred Alternative is B, which says: "Set group size limits 
for SRPs on a case-by-case basis. Factors for the determination of limits would include, but are not limited to: type of 
activity, type of transportation, length of stay, potential for resource impacts, potential for impacts to other visitors, 
and compatibility with RMZs." This is to accommodate the potential reasons the commenter describes.

Associated Comments: 

I would like to increase the group size of non-commercial groups of SRP's to 25 from your proposed 15 as many 
school, non profit, university and hiking groups already exceed that number. I do understand the need to make indi-
vidual group size restrictions below 25 in heavily visited or tight canyon trails on and exception trailhead site basis, 
for both safety and improved enjoyment considerations. [4681-4]

Response 219: The commenter correctly notes that there have been challenges in managing areas that receive heavy 
recreational use. However, this only applies to normal visitation. This is not true for commercial use or organized 
events. Special Recreation Permits are heavily regulated and have far fewer impacts than unregulated, everyday use.

Associated Comments: 

Given the problems that BLM and the Reserve's HCAC have had in managing human impacts as noted previously in 
reference to Paradise Canyon and Johnson Canyon, this will be challenging. Certainly large groups and competitive 
events that draw even larger crowds should be restricted or completely eliminated since there are other areas outside 
the Reserve/NCA where such activities can occur. [5903-10]

 

Response 220: There may be competitive events that are compatible with a National Conservation Area. For example, 
a 5K fun run that brings attention to, that takes place on existing roads, and supports the goals of the NCA is a good 
example. Competitive equestrian and motorized events, on the other hand, are completely inappropriate. These 
activates can result in significant surface disturbance, require large staging areas, and have been restricted in these 
areas for years because their surface disturbing potential makes them incompatible with endangered species habi-
tat. There are already venues available on public lands that are appropriate for these types of events, and the BLM St. 
George Field Office has been permitting them for years. Paintball competitions are inappropriate on any public lands, 
much less within a National Conservation Area. Paintball activities often result in the wholesale defacing of an area. 
Washington County has already developed a competitive paintball facility at their Shooting Sports Park. This is the 
appropriate venue for paintball events.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-31 Recreation and Visitor Services, Special Recreation Permits 141, 259, 268 2-31 and 2-65 Why no competi-
tive equestrian events, competitive motorized event, paintball of any kind? Leave option to use on existing roads and 
trails. Can be managed through permitting. Instead, set up permitting guidelines that adequately protect the resourc-
es. [5679-160]

Alternative C's prohibitions of Special Recreation Permits for group events and of competitive non-motorized events 
are very appropriate -- the NCA isn't the right fit for large-scale activities, which can negatively impact both habitat 
and the visitor experience. [6283-3]

I agree with Alternative C's prohibition of competitive non-motorized events. Special Recreation Permits for orga-
nized groups should carefully weigh resource impacts as part of the review and approval process. [6283-11]

Response 221: Recreation permits for competitive motorized events would not be allowed. Permits for organized 
groups would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, if the proposed event conforms to an implementation-level 
Interpretive Master Plan, when developed. Group size for organized groups would be set on a case-by-case basis. 
Factors for the determination of limits could include, but are not limited to: type of activity, type of transportation, 
length of stay, potential for resource impacts, potential for impacts to other visitors, and compatibility with recreation 
management zone objectives.

Associated Comments: 

Hold the line on motorized vehicles within the NCAs, limiting them to existing routes. Large, organized ORV events 
such as the "Jeep Safari" should be kept out of the NCAs; they could be more appropriate on other BLM public lands 
not designated as NCAs. [4532-4] 

Response 222: Competitive equestrian and motorized events are not allowed in this plan under any alternative. The 
commenter is correct that there are other venues that are more appropriate for these activities

Associated Comments: 

Competitive events (horse or motorized) should not be allowed in the NCAs as they are disrupted to users and wild-
life and could be held in other nonsensitive areas. [6015-5]

Response 223: By designating these lands as a National Conservation Area, Congress has effectively removed the 
multiple use mandate. The OPLMA legislation states: "To conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoy-
ment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, 
edu cational, and scientific resources of the National Conservation Area." It would not be possible to implement this 
legislation while allowing competitive equestrian and motorized events. There are other public lands venues that are 
more appropriate for these activities.

Associated Comments: 

The draft proposes to restrict camping and OHV use across the area and the elimination of recreational uses for the 
collection of fossils and petrified wood, competitive equestrian and motorized events, metal detecting and geocach-
ing, and takeoff and landing of remote control airplanes-activities which are common within multiple use lands. 
[6422-7]

Target Shooting 
Response 224: This process is currently under way with Washington County to develop a shooting range outside of 
Santa Clara using the Recreation and Public Purposes Act as the mechanism.

Associated Comments: 

For target shooting, we would encourage a partnership with local communities and BLM to establish a site, possibly 
through a Recreation and Public Purchases lease of BLM land not within the NCA, that could be responsibly man-
aged. In addition, it should be noted that the county already has an established target range near the county fair-
grounds [5896-29]
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Further, I would like to see BLM confirm its position in support of recreational shooting and present specific plans 
that address how recreational shooting will be preserved. Such plans should identify preferred areas for recreational 
shooting, identify and develop appropriate access to preferred areas, and signage that addresses safe and responsible 
actions that are expected of participants. [5904-2]

Target shooting should be banned. I live in Santa Clara, Utah and cross from my house is BLM land that has become 
a shooting area. The shooters do not pick up their trash, shoot all signs and I have been shot at several times. They are 
a menace to wildlife and should be only allowed at shooting ranges [6105-4]

Response 225: The commenter is confusing a table in Chapter 2 (Table 2-70) regarding target shooting in a potential 
ACEC with another table in Chapter 2 (Table 2-31, page 145) which addresses target shooting in the Beaver Dam 
Wash NCA.

Associated Comments: 

On the surface, the four alternatives listed in Table 2-70 on page 301 of Chapter 2 would suggest that only Alternative 
C would close any lands (in this case all the lands) to recreational shooting. In fact, option B would close a significant 
portion of the lands (although not disclosing which lands). One has to read an additional 360 pages past the chart (to 
page 660-661) before discovering that Alternative B actually proposes closing 80% of the lands to recreational shoot-
ing. This hardly seems like open disclosure of what is planned and does not promote meaningful public participation 
during the comment period. Table 2-70 should clearly have included such a significant fact. [5927-2]

Response 226: The threat to rock art from target shooting is real. A simple Google search turns up multiple news sto-
ries from Utah. Information regarding target shooting/damage to cultural sites: Agua Fria National Monument, BLM 
National Landscape Conservation System FY 2010 Annual Manager’s Report, U.S. Dep’t. of Interior, 26 (2010), http://
www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/az/pdfs/nlcs.Par.65957.File.dat/Agua-Fria-NM-2010-Annual.pdf. Environmental 
Assessment Eastern Lake Mountains Target Shooting Plan Amendment DOI-BLM-UT-W010-2015-0015-EA. Saying 
that is isn't a problem because examples weren't provided is misleading. That being said, after a thorough review of 
the public comments and analysis of potential impacts, it was determined that target shooting in the Beaver Dam 
Wash NCA would be best managed by the decisions found in Alternative D. This alternative contains the following 
criteria: Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be discharged toward a proper backstop sufficient to 
stop the projectile’s forward progress. Targets must be constructed of wood, cardboard, paper or similar unbreakable 
materials. All targets, clays, and shells are considered litter after use and must be removed and disposed of properly.

Associated Comments: 

the DRMP addresses on page 679 the permanent and irreversible damage to rock art sites by allowing recreational 
shooting and paintball activities, but it does not state to what degree, if any, these activities have resulted in perma-
nent and irreversible damage to rock art. The DRMP states that Alternatives A and D would continue to authorize 
recreational target shooting in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, "continuing the threat of permanent and irreversible 
damage to rock art sites and sites with standing structures. Alternative D would require the use of paper targets and 
appropriate backstops, but these requirements would likely not be sufficient to adequately protect high-risk site types, 
such as rock art sites, from target shooting vandalism." How is Alternative B, which allows 20% of the planning area 
to remain open to shooting, supported by the previous statements? Again, there is not one statement in the DRMP 
that supports recreational shooting and the benefits that keeping public lands open to this activity provide the public. 
[6292-8]

Response 227: The following supporting information citations related to lead/shooting/effects on wildlife and the 
environment, have been added to the FEIS: 

Cao, X., Ma, L.Q., Chen, M., Hardison, D.W. and Harris, W.G. (2003b). "Weathering of lead bullets and their 
environmental effects at outdoor shooting ranges." Journal of Environmental Quality 307:526–534.

Eisler, R., 1988. "Lead hazards to fish, wildlife, and invertebrates: a synoptic review." U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, #14 Lead, Biological Report 85(1.14), 1-133.

Hunt, W. G., W. Burnham, C. N. Parish, K. Burnham, B. Mutch, and J. L Oaks. 2006. "Bullet fragments in deer 
remains: implications for lead exposure in scavengers." Wildlife Society Bulletin 34:168-171.

Locke, L.N. and N.J.Thomas. 1996. "Lead poisoning of waterfowl and raptors." Pages 108-117 in A. Fairbrother, 
L.N. Locke and G.L. Huff (eds.), Noninfectuous Diseases of Wildlife, second edition. Iowa State University Press, 
Ames.

Pattee, O.H., P.H. Bloom, J.M. Scott and M.R. Smith. 1990. "Lead hazards within the range of the California 
Condor." Condor 92:931-937.

The following supporting information citation related to target shooting/damage to cultural/rock art sites in Utah, 
have been added to the FEIS: 

Bureau of Land Management St. George Field Office. 2015. “Environmental Assessment Eastern Lake Mountains 
Target Shooting Plan Amendment (DOI-BLM-UT-W010-2015-0015-EA).” https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-
office/eplanning/nepa/nepa_register.do

The following supporting information citation related to target shooting/injury to livestock have been added to the 
FEIS: 

U.S. Department of Agriculture. 1996. “Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Revised Land and 
Resource Management Plan, National Forests & Grasslands in Texas.” Southern Region: Author.

Associated Comments: 

In addition to the lack of open disclosure of the proposed closing of lands, there are numerous places throughout the 
DRMP where unsupported statements are made to justify the plan. Examples of such unsupported statements include 
stating that impacts to target shooting of the proposed closures would be negligible; that lead bullets left behind can 
leach into soils and surface waters resulting in elevated concentrations of lead; impacts on livestock and grazing; and 
damage to rock art sites. If the BLM has substantial science to support these and similar statements in the DRMP, 
they need to make this part of the plan so it can be properly evaluated. Simply making unsupported statements of 
opinion as though they are fact does not enhance public participation. [5927-3]

Response 228: After a thorough review of the public comments and analysis of potential impacts, it was determined 
that target shooting in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA would be best managed by the decisions found in Alternative D. 
This alternative contains the following criteria: Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be discharged 
toward a proper backstop sufficient to stop the projectile’s forward progress. Targets must be constructed of wood, 
cardboard, paper or similar unbreakable materials. All targets, clays, and shells are considered litter after use and 
must be removed and disposed of properly.

Associated Comments: 

Additionally, BLM should adopt Alternative C's management prescriptions regarding the discharge of firearms, spe-
cifically with regard to the prohibition on target shooting. Target shooting is becoming an increasingly difficult man-
agement and enforcement issue for federal agencies, and BLM should take proactive measures to limit target shooting 
in protected areas. This is especially true within NCAs, which are set aside for conservation values. Furthermore, 
target shooting is the causal factor in numerous wildland fires throughout the arid west. Given the history of large 
wildfires within the BDWNCA, and the high probability of future fire events, it simply does not makes sense to allow 
target shooting within this ecologically sensitive area. [4678-15]

Two other concerns in Alternatives B and C of the Beaver Dam Wash RMP are the prohibition on recreational 
shooting and the classification of non Wilderness land as "primitive." If BLM modifies the language in Alternative D 
(which it should not to permit off-trail foot traffic and low-impact recreational uses, then the county would support 
Alternative D regarding recreation and visitor services. [5679-59]
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Alternatives A or D regarding the discharge of firearms in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA should be adopted because 
the restrictions in the other alternatives are not justified. In Alternatives B and C, the discharge of firearms is gener-
ally prohibited in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA, except for licensed hunting. The basis for the prohibition is the FWS 
Revised Recovery Plan for the Mojave Population of the Desert Tortoise ("Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan") and 
various environmental factors listed in Chapter 4. The Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, as revised in 2011, includes 
numerous "recovery actions," but prohibiting the discharge of firearms in tortoise habitat is not one of them. One of 
the recovery actions is increasing law enforcement presence in order to prevent illegal activity such as the "deliber-
ate maiming and killing of tortoises." (Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan at p. 70.) In discussing the deliberate killing of 
tortoises, the plan states that "[p]reventing the discharge of firearms, except for hunting authorized by State wildlife 
agencies, in problem or other sensitive areas could help minimize this threat." (Id.) So, the plan does discuss limiting 
the discharge of firearms (outside of legal hunting) as a possibility in some areas, but the plan does not call for such a 
step as the draft RMP implies on page 145. [5679-62]

Furthermore, the RIT has not previously considered restrictions on recreational shooting or made a recommenda-
tion to limit this activity. Before including new land use restrictions in planning documents, BLM needs to coordinate 
with other governmentally sponsored entities, such as the RIT, in order to determine whether the proposed restric-
tion is justified. [5679-63]

OPLMA, which created the NLCS and the NCAs, recognizes recreational shooting as an area governed by state law 
and specifically says that nothing in the act is to be construed as interfering with that state's right to manage recre-
ational shooting. See OMNIBUS PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 2009, PL 111-11, March 30, 2009, 123 
Stat 991, Sec 2002(d)(2). Since OPLMA created both the NCAs in Washington County and the National Landscape 
Conservation System to which they belong, OPLMAs refusal to interfere with state authority to manage recreational 
shooting, along with hunting, fishing, and trapping, should be honored in the final RMP. [5679-64]

Chapter four provides various environmental benefits to limiting the discharge of firearms in the Beaver Darn Wash 
NCA, but fails to provide any citation for these purported benefits. The county questions the need for a restriction 
where there is no documentation supporting the need for the regulation or the degree of benefit it will convey. The 
purported benefits include: * Preventing lead bullets leaching into water sources and causing contamination. (Draft 
RMP at 611.) * Preventing the accidental shooting desert tortoises. (Id. at 660;3 see also id. at 668.) * Preventing live-
stock injury or death. (Id. at 646) * Lessening the likelihood of damage to water storage tanks or troughs. (Id. at 651.) 
* Preventing "permanent and irreversible damage to rock art sites" that could be used as backdrops for target shoot-
ing. (Id. at 679.) Without documentation showing a problem of sufficient magnitude, these benefits do not justify 
closing over 50,000 acres to the discharge of firearms. [5679-65]

Discharge of Firearms 145 and 259 2-31 and 2-65 Remove the language prohibiting discharge of firearms. [5679-161]

Although the RMP's Alternative B restricts target shooting to the area outside of the desert tortoise critical habitat 
zone, there are too many impacts from recreational target shooting, including trigger trash left at target-shooting 
sites, dangerous conflicts for other recreationists and wildlife, and ignition of wildfires from exploding targets. Such 
issues related to target- shooting are increasing throughout our public lands. We urge the adoption of Alternative C's 
prohibition of the discharge of firearms throughout the NCA except for licensed hunting. [5896-27]

I support prohibiting firearms and shooting in the NCAs except during prescribed hunting seasons and in coopera-
tion with Washington County city codes. Already the population of desert tortoise has been challenged and num-
bers are down. I do not see where additional noise from gun fire will help that situation. There are other locations in 
Washington County where citizens who practice shooting can enjoy that sport. [5903-18]

Additionally, with the proposed condor presence, if that is allowed, lead ammunition must be prohibited. [5903-19]

In regards to the proposed plans to restrict the use of the Beaver Dam Wash area, I wish to express my strong opposi-
tion to closures of public lands to recreational shooting. I agree and support actions that would require recreational 
shooters to act in a safe and responsible manner, such as use of adequate back-stops, use of appropriate target materi-
als, and collection of spent materials and litter; however, other than those types of requirements, I do not see conclu-
sive benefit to the public in the BLM's proposed plan to close public lands for recreational shooting. [5904-1]

By proactively supporting recreational shooting activities and providing appropriate areas, I believe BLM will do 
more to protect sensitive areas than by simply closing large tracts of public lands [5904-3]

I totally agree with this proposal, however the proposed closure of areas to recreational areas, to me, does not fit with-
in the definition of the Act. It is easy to say that this proposal does not meet the above stated definition. Recreational 
shooting, including target shooting and hunt, are part of the cultural and historic activities not only of this area, but 
public lands in general. [5907-1]

I agree that areas subject to high public traffic should be restricted from recreational shooting and hunting, however, 
to deny all the area under review, again to me, is outside the intent of the Act. [5907-2]

I am an avid sport shooter and feel that Utah is starting to restrict its public lands too much. I feel very comfortable 
with having back stops and removal targets as this will help keep the environment clean. There is an issue though with 
the clay targets, I am not sure how you would remove these after they have been shot, seams very unrealistic. [5913-2]

BLM should also prohibit the discharge of firearms within the NCA, expect for those with lawful hunting licenses 
issued by the State of Utah. Permitting target shooting, even if restricted to areas outside of critical desert tortoise 
habitat, is inconsistent with BLM's mandate to "conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of pres-
ent and future generations" both the scenic, wildlife, and natural features of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. Firearms 
disrupt the natural soundscape even if only temporarily, and may spook wildlife, both of which may diminish other 
visitors' experience. As a result, BLM should adopt Alternative C's plan for recreation management, which disallows 
target shooting across all RMZs. This will ensure the landscape's natural and undisturbed character is maintained. 
While Alternative B would prohibit target shooting across almost 51,000 acres due to designated critical tortoise habi-
tat, to be consistent with its mandate under the Omnibus, BLM must restrict it across the entire NCA. [5917-11]

I prefer the no shooting as a first choice. I'm a life-long owner and user of firearms in Utah, 50 plus years, and there 
are so many millions of acres of easily accessible public ground that can be used for target shooting that an important 
set aside of just a bit of vital habitat seems to me to be a very good thing to do. [5922-1]

I support prohibiting firearms and shooting in the NCAs except during prescribed hunting seasons and in coop-
eration with Washington County city codes. With the population of desert tortoise already down over that last 
several years, I do not see where additional noise from gun fire will help that situation. There are other locations in 
Washington County where citizens who practice shooting can enjoy that sport. BLM administers about 621,000 acres 
of Washington County's 1.5 million acres. That's a significant portion of the county. However, the Red Cliffs NCA and 
Beaver Dam Wash NCA only comprise 108,339 acres of the 621,000. [5923-10]

Moreover, having now proposed new protective measures will likely increase intentional killing of protected animals 
(at least in the short run). Allowing limited shooting will make that unfortunate outcome much harder to police now 
and into the future. [5992-3]

Please vote to keep shooting rights open on public lands. [5997-1]

 I support Alternative B, to prohibit recreational target shooting in critical habitat for the Mojave desert tortoise. This 
is a national conservation area where conservation is the highest priority. There are many excellent alternative loca-
tions on public and private land for target shooting, outside of this critical habitat. [6002-1]

Please don't close down our shooting area [6007-1]

As a gun owner I urge you to please not restrict any lands for target shooting. If you have an issue dealing with poach-
ing these turtles or with people doing things that could possibly endanger this animal I urge you to develop programs 
to stop this and make turning in poachers easier. It's not fair to restrict shooting for millions of Americans because of 
a few unlawful ones. Consider what you are doing, how like is it for an endangered tortoise to actually be accidentally 
shot? Slim to none I'm guessing. [6012-1]

I am not in favor of the BLM taking away any of my freedoms to shoot, hunt or fish on public land without good 
scientific evidence that such activity would harm the land or the watershed. [6017-1]



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 443442

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J

In regard to the proposal to ban shooting in the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area, I support Alternative 
B. There are many other places target shooters can shoot. Further, target shooters often leave behind spent shells and 
destroyed bottles, cans, etc., creating a mess. [6022-1]

Beaver Dam Wash NCA. I say NO to any lawful firearm use restrictions. No to infringing on 2nd amendment rights. I 
am absolutely opposed to any restriction of lawful fire arm use in any BLM managed area. [6027-1]

I recommend that shooting and caring for the land be linked so that shooters will take better care of the land, pick up 
after their shooting is finished and leave the land looking good. [6029-1]

I request that BLM not shut down BLM ground to shooting sports or hunting. I believe there is a great opportunity 
to learn to work with the people who shoot on caring for the land and by using the land that belongs to the people. 
[6029-2]

This is to notify you that I am vehemently opposed to any shooting bans unless there is a clear and convincing danger 
to humans. It is ridiculous to restrict shooting to protect a tortoise. Of course, intentionally shooting a tortoise should 
come with stiff fines, if intent is proven. Likewise, I would support some kind of penalty for litter left behind by shoot-
ers. But a ban on shooting, no way. This is public land, not tortoise land. [6051-1]

Due to the inherent toxicity of random target ranges that appear so frequently on public lands, Alternative C seems 
the best choice for Beaver Dam Wash. I shoot targets at managed ranges and on public lands. I also hike, backpack, 
and watch wildlife whenever possible. The location under consideration is very important as a rare Mojave ecosystem 
existing within Utah that faces unecessary degradation if open shooting is allowed. [6060-2]

This plan is completely unacceptable to Sportsman. As an avid outdoorsman and a hunter and user of the Beaver 
Dam area the only thing that will be accomplished with this is it will make criminals out of law abiding citizens. To 
lock up public lands to the majority of users is unacceptable. Having used this area for over 30 years I have never 
encountered a turtle or other endangered species. [6062-1]

Please do not shut down land to shooting. Please preserve the land for all walks of life, shooting is a major part of 
that. If safety is a concern I would suggest a shooters ethics course sponsored by the NRA and offered by the BLM. 
[6066-1]

Please know that I do not want this area closed to target shooting. These are public lands and should remain open for 
the public, not closed off for tortoises. [6079-1]

Please be advised that I support and agree with the written comments made and submitted by the NRA and other 
shooting organizations in response to the subject proposed plans. I further feel that these plans and the supporting 
justifications for them were drafted by someone who has an obvious and unreasonable bias against recreational shoot-
ing as one of the permitted uses of the Beaver Dam area. I find that no scientifically valid data was provided in the 
plans to support said justifications, and that justifications such as that wildlife or culturally significant features of the 
area would be harmed by recreational shooting are frivolous and unsupported by any significant history of actual ex-
periences. Please choose the plan that continues to allow the current access to this area for the purpose of recreational 
shooting. [6086-1]

Our Land is to be "managed", not closed for purposes it has been historically used for. Closing 50,000 acres to shoot-
ing is aggressive overreach and a failure to "manage". "Closure" is the antonym to "manage" when it involves large 
tracts of public land. The land should be managed primarily for the benefit of the people and the people demand 
public access. [6091-1]

I strongly object to any closure of public lands to recreational shooting. I am against any additional restrictions placed 
upon the public by the BLM. [6094-1]

 I would be in support of options that would require designated areas for recreational shooting or that a person who 
is performing recreational shoot must be responsible for cleaning up the debris after shooting. This would require ad-
ditional patrolling and substantial fines if charged. I do not support efforts to completely close areas. I see the neces-
sary cleanup as a great opportunity for Eagle Projects and involving SFW other organizations to get clean up an awful 
mess. [6112-1]

I think you can adequately manage and protect without withdrawing more land from public access and especially 
firearms restrictions. I really think such enhanced restrictions are inappropriate unless matters are so sever that even 
BLM personnel are prohibited from firearms carry and use because a firearm discharge is so prone to negative impact 
that the mere carrying of a firearm exceeds acceptable risk. I seriously doubt your BLM agents will want to be in the 
area if they have to leave their weapons in the car to enter [6115-1]

BLM recreational shooting I hear the drip drip drip of the drowning out of the public's access to their own lands for 
recreation of their choice. [6117-1]

Don't close public lands to shooting. [6122-1]

Please leave Beaver Dam Wash open to shooting. Public land must remain open for America's oldest traditions. 
Especially when shooting is an activity that helps bond families together and gives them opportunities to explore 
some of the remote areas of the state to enjoy their hobby. Also, shooting is a practical skill which is useful in many 
applications from hunting to home defense and should be maintained by regular practice. The only downside to this 
is that some folks leave their trash, and they should be ticketed for littering. But a lot of other folks who do not shoot 
leave their trash on BLM land too, so this should not be a consideration in the decision. [6125-1]

I am writing to express my opposition to closing any public land to recreational shooting, as referenced in the pro-
posed draft resource plans for Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs National Conservation Areas. I do not see material 
evidence that recreational shooting as currently conducted poses a threat to the land, whether in the short term or 
long. There are a handful of statements that hint at problems that may be caused by recreational shooting, but they are 
mere conjecture and lack support. This last point is critical to me. That is, when proposing to limit the public's access 
to its own land (i.e. all public lands), it is imperative that such a limitation be supported by unquestionable fact that 
the current access is harmful or substantially less desirable than the proposed limitation or alteration. With regard 
to recreational shooting, I do not believe the statements set forth in the resource plans satisfy this requirement and, 
therefore, I oppose any limitation on recreational shooting. [6126-1]

I do not oppose the development of dedicated recreational shooting ranges with appropriate backstops and errant 
projectile mitigation. [6126-2]

The wide availability of locations on BLM land for shooting is one of the nice things about living in Utah and sets us 
apart from many other states. Please don't ruin that by closing huge amounts of land to shooting. [6132-1]

I oppose any effort by the BLM to restrict shooting on, or access to, any BLM-managed lands, including the Beaver 
Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area. I endorse the letter (http://ti-
nyurl.com/q965zsd) sent to your office by several organizations representing sportsmen. Their concerns mirror mine. 
[6135-1]

I am recommending that shooting continued to be allowed on BLM land. I not, the result is going to crowd people 
into shooting on the much smaller remaining public properties... forcing shooting to be closer to buildings, homes 
and schools. Passage of this shooting prohibition will dramatically increase the chance of people in the areas adjacent 
to these smaller public lands of being injured or possibly killed. [6145-1]

Beaver dam Do not close this proposed unit to shooting. [6151-1]

I'm against your plan to close the Beaver Dam conservation area to recreational shooting. There needs to be more 
public land for shooting not less. [6163-1]

I am against the closure of the Beaver Dam wash or any of the NCA to ATVs or shooting. [6166-2]

The proposals to allow target shooting/hunting in the Beaver Dam Wash area is a threat to the area. Shooting has 
been shown to be a significant cause of fires as seen on the Lake Mt area west of Utah Lake. [6172-2]

Keep this nation free and continue to allow recreational shooting on this land. [6177-1]

No shooting ANY BULLETS. [6186-3]

I want to write and register my resistance to the proposal that removes any public lands from our ability to gain access 
to recreational firearms training and target shooting [6195-1]
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Shooting is an enjoyable part of recreational use on BLM land. Hopefully the land in St. George will continue to allow 
shooting. [6206-1]

Please do not close this area or any area to shooting. We need these areas kept free if you start restricting activities on 
these lands people will stop going to these places and stop caring about these places. Most of us want to be respon-
sible and clean up and not destroy things it's only a few who destroy everything for everyone else. [6217-1]

Indicative of the currant administration to just come up with a blanket policy with out all the facts as to the relevant 
issues as far as actual impacts of shooting sports in these areas this really is no surprise. This smacks as another land 
grab by BLM to take even more control over Utah lands. I am in total agreement with the NRA on this matter. I do 
believe we need to make sure all safety concerns as far as having back stops, cleaner targets, and maintaining area for 
cleanliness is important and relevant to shooting/hunting sports. [6228-1]

Limiting Shooting on Public Land- SFW does not support the idea to limit shooting in Desert Tortoise habitat. It is 
our opinion that there are sufficient laws and penalties in place to protect the Tortoise. There is no need to further 
restrict the public from legal shooting sports. [6230-3]

While I deplore the "dump" sites left by recreational shooters in several places I am equally against the closing of the 
NCA public lands to shooting. We should enlist the aid of local shooters to monitor and have monthly clean ups if 
necessary but total closure is not an acceptable alternative. [6232-1]

As a resident of Salt Lake County, there are very few if any locations on public lands where I can go recreational 
shooting. Moat if not all are outside Salt Lake county and require a commute of an hour or more each way. I'm 
strongly opposed to the purposely and fee that in doing so, Utah BLM will only be ostracizing sport shooters and 
drive many law-abiding citizens to make the decision to drive long distances for recreation or commit a crime and 
risk getting charged. [6238-1]

 This who shoot signs, vandalize property and leave garbage, are criminals and simply making sport shooting illegal 
will do little to reduce the acts they commit or the negative impact they are altogether. Once we start down this road, 
more and more land will be closed and the responsible shooter will have nowhere to go. [6238-2]

Please include my input that I want to keep the St. George area open to shooting on all BLM lands. [6241-1]

I would like to express my opposition to closing the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCA's to shooting and hunting 
sports. Like my fellow hunters and shooters I use that land frequently to camp, hunt, fish and shoot on. It is a beauti-
ful area which outdoorsmen/women like myself use often and work to maintain. As an avid shooter I am frequently 
on that land and work with my children and friends to keep the desert maintained, beautiful, and free of litter and de-
bris. Closing the land to shooting both deprives shooters of a beautiful and open area in which to participate in their 
sport and deprives the area of the resource the shooters provide in maintaining and preserving the land. As southern 
Utah citizens we work hard to keep our wilderness clean and beautiful. Access for shooters to these areas ought to be 
maintained as it provides such benefits both directions. [6252-1]

A conservation area is the last place we should allow target shooting. Please prohibit all target shooting in the conser-
vation area. [6258-1]

BLM none shooting area I am against closing anymore of the Beaver Dam Wash shooting area, this is just another 
anti-gun/ anti-hunting idea from this current administration without any science behind the proposal. [6261-1]

I believe most gun owners are responsible shooters and with the proper postings requiring the clean up of spent shells 
and casings, as well as any debris from target shooting sites, they will gladly do so. Rather than taking freedom of 
land use from Utah's citizens, lets work together to manage wiser the lands we all enjoy. I am in favor of Alternative B. 
[6263-1]

Absolutely no change to current shooting condition and use of BLM land Beaver Damn Wash and Red Cliffs Utah 
[6266-1]

Until the recreational shooting community does a better job of self policing, I believe these activities should be 
restricted to areas, like the Redcliffs range that can be more easily monitored by the community and kept clean. 
[6269-2]

I'm writing today to comment on the draft alternatives presented for future management of the Beaver Dam Wash 
National Conservation Area. My family and I enjoy hiking, climbing and camping in this region, and I'd like to voice 
my support for Alternative C. Over our years of visiting we've been forced to move camps in the middle of the night 
on at least two occasions to in order to avoid recreational target shooters in the area because of their unsafe behavior. 
In one instance no backstop was used and our camp was down range of the shooters, in another the natural backstop 
was a hill that our children had been playing on prior to the arrival of the other group. [6269-3]

Please leave Beaver Dam Wash NCA open to recreational shooting. Shooting is a treasured tradition in Utah and one 
of the most significant activities that Utah Residents and U.S. citizens have enjoyed in that area since southern Utah 
was settled. Shooting is in keeping with the traditions of the west which people visit here to enjoy. [6274-1]

Target shooting is another use that is not compatible with the resources the Beaver Dam Wash NCA is meant to 
conserve. I hike occasionally in the NCA, and have seen trigger trash left over from target shooting activities. I'm 
also concerned about target shooting's negative effects on wildlife, potential to cause wildfire ignition, and disruption 
to other recreation uses. It is an activity that can be supported with specific designation of an area outside the NCA. 
[6283-9]

Please don't close these shooting areas! If you close these areas Iam afraid that people will go some where else and 
start shooting in areas where they are not supposed to shoot or they will start shooting up signs and they might shoot 
some one just over the next ridge without knowing it. [6285-1]

Prohibit discharge of firearms due to the need to protect critical species including the tortoise, possible future release 
of condors, cuckoo etc. [6286-22]

15 145 2.3.1 2-31 With regards to discharging firearms, the Council supports prohibitions in tortoise critical habitats, 
although we understand that hunting would still be allowed. We believe that target practice in NCAs could under-
mine tortoise recovery and conservation actions and should be prohibited. [6287-26]

The undersigned organizations strongly oppose Alternative C which would close the entire planning area to recre-
ational shooting. Although Alternatives A, B, and D would continue recreational shooting, there is not one positive 
statement made in the entire plan that supports recreational shooting. All the comments related to shooting are nega-
tive and would raise questions as to how these alternatives could keep public lands open for this activity. We believe it 
imperative that the plan include statements of support for this recreational shooting. It is a traditional and legitimate 
recreational activity on public lands and is provided for under the multiple use mandate of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act. [6292-1]

We support the BLM's proposed use of backstops, as well as restricting the use of targets to materials that do not 
create an environmental or human hazard, such as glass. Alternative B is not clear, however, in the use of targets. It 
states that unbreakable materials must be used, which would preclude clay targets that are, in fact, designed to break 
apart when hit. Yet the alternative requires "clays" to be removed and disposed of. The guidance on appropriate targets 
needs to make clear that clay targets are permitted. [6292-2]

Nothing in the chart suggests that any of the public lands currently open to recreational shooting would be closed ex-
cept for the complete closure in Alternative C. It is not until the reader arrives at pages 660-661 of Chapter 4 and finds 
that Alternative B proposes to close to shooting 50,908 of the 63,478 acres of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. The chart 
in Chapter 2 is then inaccurate and misleading to the public as to the action the BLM intends to take with Alternative 
B. This is not in accord with the National Environmental Policy Act which ensures, through the public participation 
process, that the public is informed about the effects of proposed agency actions. The chart is the first place in the 
DRMP that addresses the effects of the four alternatives on recreational shooting. Yet a significant impact of a closure 
of 80% of the lands in Beaver Dam Wash NCA is not mentioned. Not only should the chart have stated the number 
of acres proposed for closure in Alterative B, but a closure of this size should have been noted in the press releases 
regarding the DRMP, in the summary statement about the DRMP on the St. George Field Office website, and in the 
introduction section of the DRMP. Not informing the recreational shooting public of the proposed closure until 660 
pages into the document, if a member of the public makes it that far, does not promote meaningful public participa-
tion during the public comment period. [6292-3]
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The DRMP justifies the closure of lands in Alternative B as necessary to conform to the restrictions recommended 
by the desert tortoise Recovery Plan in the habitat of the species. The DRMP also justifies the closure by stating on 
page 711 that "Impacts to target shooting from existing and proposed closures would be negligible as there are still 
thousands of acres of public land in the county where target shooting is an acceptable activity." This is the only impact 
analysis that the BLM provides in addressing the effects of closures on recreational shooters in any resource manage-
ment plan. Providing for recreational opportunity is not only about the number of acres remaining open to shooting, 
it is also about access to those lands. The DRMP is silent on how accessible the remaining lands are to those shoot-
ers who use the 50,908 acres proposed for closure, whether the closure impacts travel time to areas remaining open, 
and how the 20% of land remaining open will be affected by moving shooters into that area who currently recreate in 
the 80% of land proposed for closure. It is, therefore, not possible for the shooting sports interests to assess whether 
Alternative B presents a negligible impact or not. [6292-4]

What also appear to be generalized statements are found on pages 650 - 651 wherein the DRMP speaks about the im-
pact of recreational activities on livestock and grazing. All effects listed are what can happen, not what has happened. 
That includes the statement that "hunters and target shooters can injure or kill grazing animals." The DRMP provides 
no information about specific incidences of injury or death to grazing animals by hunters or shooters. If these are 
only possible conditions, how can the BLM address the positive or negative effects of recreational shooting and hunt-
ing on livestock and grazing in the four alternatives absent a record of such incidents occurring? If such statistics do 
exist, then that information should have been provided in the DRMP. Otherwise, statements that project what could 
happen, without anchoring them in a history of what has happened, should be removed. [6292-7]

we wish to underscore our strongest opposition to Alternative C because of its proposed closure of all the lands in 
the Beaver Dam Wash NCA to shooting. We are very concerned over how informed the local shooters are of the 
proposed closures in Alternative B given that information about the closures is buried in the DRMP, and we question 
the BLM's dismissal of the impacts of the proposed closure to recreational shooting opportunities in Alternative B. 
[6292-10]

There should be no restrictions on firearms and hunting. [6486-89]

Vegetation 
Response 229: The DEIS did analyze allowing seed collection under the following conditions. "Authorize the collec-
tion of native seeds, seedlings, plants, cuttings, biological soil crust communities and species for conservation and 
future use in restoration projects. Seed collection will follow the Seeds for Success Protocol, in partnership with the 
Great Basin and Mojave Desert Native Plant Programs. Collection of cuttings and biological soil crust communities 
will follow the best available protocols."

Associated Comments: 

The decision not to allow seed collection in the NCA's further exacerbates the above discussion, since source identi-
fied seed is the preferred means of re-establishing a native community after a disturbance. Precluding collection of 
seed with an RMP decision removes management prerogative and latitude to allow even limited collection to assist 
in re-establishment of the native community within the NCA's, without any scientific justification for the preclusion. 
Seed collection is not all accomplished with equipment that causes surface disturbance, nor does collection equate 
to removal of all of the seed produced by a given species. There is no background, scientific reason or resource issue 
provided in the RMP to justify the preclusion of seed collection in the NCA's. [5677-10]

 Vegetative Resource Uses: Plant Materials 204 2-45 Native seed harvesting is prohibited. This seems counterproduc-
tive in a management plan that emphasizes reseeding with local, native seed. Authorize seed harvesting on a permit-
ted basis to further the goal of native seed planting and allow the economic benefits of seed collection. [5679-173]

Response 230: The BLM prefers that species richness and landscape heterogeneity are re-established in disturbed 
and fire-damaged vegetation communities through restoration projects and post-fire ES&R actions, and that genetic 
integrity of native communities is protected by using source-identified seeds and other plant materials for restoration 

and re-vegetation projects. Locally derived native plant seeds are preferred for re-seeding areas that have been af-
fected by wildfire, though sometimes local sources of seed are not available for all species; in which case, seeds can be 
procured from Mojave ecosystem seed sources.

Associated Comments: 

Concerning reseeding the use of local seeds should be the preferred method with regional seeds only being used as a 
last resort to maintain the genetic integrity of the vegetation. [6286-6]

Response 231: The DEIS did analyze allowing for the use on non-native species for treatment and re-vegetation proj-
ects, with some requirements that would need to be met. See Table 2-9 (page 75) and 2-42 (page 194) of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

The decision to disallow use of non indigenous plant species to rehabilitate disturbed areas or to create firebreaks 
should not be an RMP level decision. This decision would preclude any possibility of using what may be the best or 
only viable option to compete against existing aggressive, non native species that continue the fire cycle and create 
monocultures of vegetation. This decision can be most effectively made at the NEPA stage of any proposed project or 
restoration action and would allow the land manager some latitude and discretion in determining the best mix of spe-
cies to be used as well as the most cost effective methods employed. [5677-8]

The decision of not allowing use of non-natives for restoration/rehabilitation efforts is a decision to ensure the con-
tinuation of monocultures of aggressive non-natives and a recurring fire cycle that precludes the establishment of any 
semblance of the historical native community. There is no background, scientific reason or resource issue provided in 
the RMP to justify the preclusion of using non indigenous species for seeding inside or outside the NCA's. [5677-9]

Page 316 - what criteria would be required to prove that a species is non-invasive? This seems a bit overly restrictive, 
and at least one action alternative should allow use of non-natives. [5678-82]

The county is concerned about the elimination of certain management tools, including planting of non-native seeds 
and using wildland fire as a management tool. Since these activities are completely within the control of the BLM, 
the county sees no reason to remove the option of using them when the specific circumstances call for it. Leaving 
management options open will give future BLM staff the flexibility that is often necessary in public land management. 
[5679-118]

Fire and Fuels Management 74 and 193 References to complying with the Dixie Normal Fire Rehabilitation Plan 
should be included in Alternatives B, C, and D along with language referencing grazing management. Add language 
that allows for non-native seeding when necessary to quickly stabilize after catastrophic events. [5679-137]

Fire Fuels Management 75 2-9 Add a statement to allow non-native seeding after a wildfire to protect soil losses. 
Current Alt. B language only allows for non-native seeding when native seeds are unavailable. That standard to too 
strict. Don't take this option out of the tool box for use. [5679-139]

Fire and Fuels 195 2-42 Managers need the option of using non-native plants strategically after fires. Funding may 
become impossible to pursue if BLM will only allow native plants. Management needs to allow for the possibility that 
science will discover new ways to control wildfire and better manage our current landscape that is already covered 
with exotics. [5679-171]

Response 232: The BLM prefers that species richness and landscape heterogeneity are re-established in disturbed 
and fire-damaged vegetation communities through restoration projects and post-fire ES&R actions, and that genetic 
integrity of native communities is protected by using source-identified seeds and other plant materials for restoration 
and re-vegetation projects. Locally derived native plant seeds are preferred for re-seeding areas that have been af-
fected by wildfire, though sometimes local sources of seed are not available for all species; in which case, seeds can be 
procured from Mojave ecosystem seed sources. That being said, the DRMP/DEIS provides a range of alternatives that 
includes use of non-indigenous plant species to rehabilitate disturbed areas or to create firebreaks; in the future, the 
actual seed species used will be determined through the NEPA process.
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Associated Comments: 

In this Scientific Research section, please add a component for studying how to remove deliberately-seeded nonna-
tive species and transition to natives. Preliminary research indicates this is very difficult so stricter provisions than the 
draft now calls for should be in place before nonnatives can be used. [5928-13]

Response 233: The objectives for Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species has been modified to the following in the FEIS, 
"Infestations of noxious weeds and exotic invasive species are controlled and ultimately eradicated using Integrated 
Weed Management (IWM), in cooperation with other federal and state agencies, local governmental entities, and 
adjacent private landowners."

Associated Comments: 

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species 78 and 197 Alternatives B, C, and D need to be modified to add the language 
from Alternative A about working with the Washington County Weed Supervisor. [5679-10]

Response 234: Christmas tree harvest has been prohibited in both Beaver Dam Wash NCA (management for the 
ACEC) and Red Cliffs NCA (as part of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve) for many years. It would not be an appropriate 
use in the NCAs and there are many other locations in the county where Christmas tree harvest is allowed on public 
lands.

Associated Comments: 

Christmas tree harvesting should be allowed on a limited scale that is evaluated on a frequent basis (year to year) to 
assure that replenishment is occurring in an acceptable manner [6286-8]

Response 235: The language in Table 2-50 of the DEIS the commenter is referring to has been removed from the 
Proposed RMP/FEIS based on public comments received on the DEIS and further BLM review.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-50: In the third paragraph of the objectives there is a minor typo. It should say: "Ecological integrity of 
damaged native vegetation." In this same table, management actions include the following "Require reclamation for 
activities that result in the loss or degradation of tortoise habitat. Good quality habitat would be restored to as close to 
pre-disturbance conditions as practicable. Authorized actions that may result in adverse effects ("incidental take") of 
desert tortoises would require implementation of project stipulations." These are very reasonable management actions 
clearly intended to "balance resource protection and human use." These management actions would apply to BLM 
actions within the HCP to compensate for impacts to tortoise. These management actions do allow for adverse effects 
and incidental take of desert tortoise associated with BLM authorized activities within the HCP. However, there is a 
very different and unreasonably higher standard for disturbances associated with rights-of-way (see Table 2-68). All 
authorized actions should be held to the same standard. We suggest management actions associated with rights-of-
way reflect the management actions above. [5899-50]

Response 236: The RMP sets the broad framework for methods and types of treatments. Where, when, and how 
treatments are done will be determined on a case by case basis accompanied by additional cite specific NEPA analysis 
if necessary.

Associated Comments: 

The purpose of any proposed vegetation treatment should be strictly limited to the reintroduction of native species 
and/or construction of minimally invasive fire breaks (ideally following existing, designated routes or other previ-
ously disturbed areas). In doing so, BLM should not authorize the use of non-native species as part of any vegetation 
treatment project. [4678-3]

BLM should require that any approved vegetation treatment include adequate funding for rigorous and statistically 
valid monitoring and scientific research, including the establishment and protection of reference monitoring areas 
within the larger treatment area. [4678-4]

Vegetation treatments within the BDWNCA should be limited to hand removal and low impact mechanical meth-
ods. The BLM should not authorize the use of mechanical mastication (i.e., bullhog/brushhog) treatments or targeted 
grazing. The removal of livestock grazing, either solely or combined with native seeding, has been shown to result in 
the reestablishment of native species and can be accomplished with minimal surface disturbance. Only allow vegeta-
tion treatments determined beneficial by the best available science of the identified relevant and important values. 
Habitat improvements should result in protection or restoration of natural patterns and abundance of native species 
(modified from BLM 2015d: 880-881, Section 4.49.1.1). [4679-23]

Response 237: The BLM's goal is the protection and restoration of native vegetation communities in the NCAs. The 
spread of nonnative invasive plants (e.g., brome grass spp,) has severely altered the amount, type, and distribution of 
vegetation on public lands in Washington County. The SGFO is researching, developing, and implementing tech-
niques to address the threats from nonnative/invasive plant species (e.g., brome grass spp,), the unnatural fuel beds 
they create, and associated wildfires that adversely impact Mojave Desert ecosystems. The BLM considered the defini-
tion for Desired Plant Community.

Associated Comments: 

Desired Plant Community Definition: The National Landscape Conservation System direction strongly encour-
ages the protection and restoration of native vegetation communities. However, the description in the Draft of the 
Desired Plant Community (Draft at 186) is too vague for the public to understand what management is really propos-
ing (" BLM's overall objective for vegetation management will be to ensure that the amount, type, and distribution 
of vegetation on public lands in Washington County reflects desired plant communities. These are defined as plant 
communities that produce the kind, proportion, and amount of vegetation necessary to meet or exceed management 
objectives for a given ecological site". The Desired Plant Community should be more explicitly defined. Given the 
NLCS direction for NCAs, the Historic Climax Plant Community (HCPC) for a given ecosite should be the standard 
and management goal. It is a high standard but it will provide a more specific guide for management. It also comports 
best with the Goals and Objectives stated for the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and Red Cliffs NCA on pages 74 and 186, 
respectively, of the Draft plan. [5928-7]

Response 238: In 2006, a large wildfire damaged or destroyed much of the native vegetation in the Woodbury Hardy 
Study Area. Cattle exclosures are an ongoing component of the SGFO rangeland monitoring program which are used 
as controls to evaluate vegetation/soil conditions and environmental impacts (see Map 3-11 on pg. 379: Allotment 
Boundaries & Range Developments Beaver Dam Wash NCA). Long-term vegetation and soil monitoring plots have 
been installed in the Red Cliffs and Beaver Dam Wash NCAs and are currently being monitored on an annual basis to 
assess plant/soil composition and ecological change over time. The SGFO is also researching, developing, and imple-
menting techniques to address the threats from nonnative/invasive plant species (e.g., brome grass spp,), the unnatu-
ral fuel beds they create, and associated wildfires that adversely impact Mojave Desert ecosystems.

Associated Comments: 

 Alternative Table 2-13, Special Status Wildlife Species, and Alternative Table 2-16 Special Species Desert Tortoise: 
Good news under all alternatives the Woodbury Desert Study Area (formally Woodbury-Hardy) (4.10.2.4) would be 
unavailable for livestock grazing providing a control for the study of RMP management practices in tortoise habitat. 
However, with near total conversion of Woodbury Desert Study Area dominated totally by invasive species, it is in-
conceivable how Woodbury could be used as control to compare vegetation changes inside and outside of Woodbury. 
As mentioned, the existing invasive species impact undoubtedly remain constant throughout the life of this RMP 
without active vegetative manipulation. Therefore, It would seem appropriate, the final RMP establish a new Mojave 
Desert Study Area, with a known reasonable tortoise population, comparable in acreage to Woodbury within existing 
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Beaver Dam slope semi-Mojave Desert vegetative community. While at the same time maintaining Woodbury fenc-
ing for tortoise protection. A new study area would allow over time vegetative change observation due to livestock 
grazing plus allow for vegetation change comparison between Woodbury and existing semi-Mojave Desert vegeta-
tion. Even though Alternative C is preferred,another potential positive step going forward is Alternative B which sets 
a 1,861AU M's (4.10.2.4) with a utilization level of current year's plant growth at 40% which may have some tortoise 
benefit. However if the 40% utilization level has not been reached by the Nov 1-Mar 15 livestock grazing period, live-
stock grazing should not be allowed to continue [6494-12

Response 239: Long-term vegetation and soil monitoring plots have been installed in the Red Cliffs and Beaver 
Dam Wash NCAs and are currently being monitored on an annual basis to assess plant/soil composition and eco-
logical change over time. Desert tortoise population monitoring (e.g., occupancy, density, survival, reproduction, 
home range, and den location) also occur within the Red Cliffs/Beaver Dam Wash NCAs on an annual basis to assess 
population change over time. Although climate change will undoubtedly affect plants and tortoises, currently, plant 
phenology and tortoise emergence date data collection is not a priority of the USFWS Desert Tortoise Recovery Office 
and Science Advisory Committee which provides research/monitoring priorities to the BLM for the conservation of 
the species. Alternatives B, C, and D provide opportunities for scientific research focused on ecological processes, 
native vegetation, exotic invasive species, wildlife, and predicted climate change, should a government, university, 
private organization, or other scientific research organization have the funding/staff/interest/ability to collect plant 
phenology/tortoise emergence date data in the future. 

Associated Comments: 

That long-term data be available before management actions in response to perceived climate change are imposed. 
Most weather and climate people with whom I have visited agree that a minimum of thirty (30) years of data be avail-
able before managers make any assumptions regarding climate. In addition to measuring weather components, moni-
toring should include a plant phenology component to assess the degree to which weather is affecting plant behavior 
in such characteristics as green-up and flowering. In this context, and given its iconic status, in addition to its impor-
tance as a species listed under the Endangered Species Act, desert tortoise emergence should be measured each year. 
Emergence monitoring must not be limited to spring observation, but also include emergence that may be associated 
with summer rainfall events and fall emergence. [5929-2]

Spec. Status Species Desert Tortoise 97 2-16 Climate change monitoring for higher winter temperatures in hibernat-
ing tortoises is unnecessary and would be a waste of time/resources. SW Utah is the coldest extreme of the tortoises 
range, and if anything, warmer winter temperatures will benefit the tortoise by allowing it to forage during the winter 
rainy season (this already happens for tortoises in the warmer Sonoran desert). Many of the "climate change monitor-
ing" parts in each section only place a burden on the agency (and tax payer) to try and monitor the possible effects of 
climate change but none of them address or mitigate problems they are aiming to discover. [5679-148]

Response 240: The DEIS did analyze allowing for the use on non-native species for treatment and re-vegetation proj-
ects, with some requirements that would need to be met. See Table 2-9 (page 75) and 2-42 (page 194) of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

The decision to disallow use of non indigenous plant species to rehabilitate disturbed areas or to create firebreaks 
should not be an RMP level decision. This decision would preclude any possibility of using what may be the best or 
only viable option to compete against existing aggressive, non native species that continue the fire cycle and create 
monocultures of vegetation. This decision can be most effectively made at the NEPA stage of any proposed project or 
restoration action and would allow the land manager some latitude and discretion in determining the best mix of spe-
cies to be used as well as the most cost effective methods employed. [5677-8]

Visual Resource Management
Response 241: Alternative B strikes a balance between NCA protection, the existing utility infrastructure, and the 
future of Washington County. Congress created the two NCAs to “conserve, protect, and enhance, the ecologi-
cal, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources" of the public 
lands (OPLMA Sections 1974 and 1975). With "scenic" being one of the primary criteria in the enabling legislation, 
Congress clearly intended for the scenic values to be protected. The preferred alternative meets that intent.

Associated Comments: 

In order to protect the unique visual characteristics of the RCNCA, BLM should adopt the Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) class designations as set out in Alternative C (managing 21,574 acres as VRM Class I and 23,285 
acres as VRM Class II). BLM's apparent intent under Alternative B is to accommodate existing transmission infra-
structure. Although the NCA contains existing transmission lines, BLM should nevertheless manage the NCA for 
protection of visual resources and should not adopt lesser protections that may result in the approval of future, albeit 
currently unforeseen, infrastructure projects within the RCNCA. [4678-20]

Response 242: The VRM Classes and Rights-of-Way designations have been revised for the preferred alternative.

Associated Comments: 

Section 4.39.2.5 asserts that 1,103 acres of "A-quality" scenery falls within the Class IV designation. It is requested 
that the ROW area be revised to be more consistent with the actual utility need while protecting these high qual-
ity resources. Further, it does not appear that the Northern Transportation Route is considered at all in the Class IV 
designation. [5899-81]

Response 243: Alternative B does propose to change the existing VRM Class III to VRM Class II. The reason is that 
the two NCAs were created to “conserve, protect, and enhance, the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, 
historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources" of the public lands (OPLMA Sections 1974 and 1975). With 
"scenic" being one of the primary criteria in the enabling legislation, Congress clearly intended for the scenic values to 
be protected. It is unclear what sort of development the commenter is suggesting would be allowed in the NCA that 
was not allowed in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. VRM Class II is the only management class that is compatible with 
the enabling legislation.

Associated Comments: 

Preferred Alternative B proposes to change Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class III to the more restrictive 
Class II for most of the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area (RCNCA). This change in VRM Class adds an addi-
tional barrier for development including development authorized by the Omnibus Public Lands Management Act of 
2009 (OPLMA) (Table 2-62, Map 2-32). Class II VRM designations under all three action alternatives would create 
a "pinch point" for north to south projects along I-15 south of Leeds (Maps 2-32, 2-33 and 2-34). This pinch point 
would be even more [4674-9]

Response 244: Visual Resource Management Classes only apply to BLM managed lands within the NCA. They are 
not applicable to state, municipal, or private lands.

Associated Comments: 

Visual Resource Management 248- 249 2-62 VRM standards on an NCA so close to urban areas need to allow for hu-
man developments near the NCA. Alternative D is the only alternative that is not overly stringent in assigning VRM 
classifications. [5679-179]
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Response 245: Achieving architectural design standards that are worthy of a congressionally designated National 
Conservation Area is a goal of this plan. They are also an implementation level activity and such standards have yet to 
be developed. Any development standards would be open for review and comment by any and all affected parties.

Associated Comments: 

We are also concerned with the implementation of the management actions mandating the development of architec-
tural design standards. It is critical that the public, current utility providers, and recreational users have an oppor-
tunity to review and provide input on these standards before they are adopted. Further, a subsequent management 
action necessitates "Retroactively prioritizing and applying architectural design standards to existing structures and 
facilities." Additional implementation and applicability information is needed. Does this mean that existing utilities 
would have to comply with design standards that have not yet been developed? Would this be a requirement when 
infrastructure is replaced at the end of its useful life, or more eminent? Replacing existing utility infrastructure to be 
consistent with design standards could result in disturbance and impacts that may not be justified merely to comply 
with visual standards. [5899-55]

Response 246: VRM Class II objectives would not prevent cattle troughs, fencing, trails, or trailheads. All of these 
developments have been successfully installed within VRM Class II designations.

Associated Comments: 

VRM Class II guidelines would not prevent cattle troughs, fencing, trails, or trailheads. All of these developments 
have been successfully installed within VRM Class II designations. [5679-111]

Response 247: Land uses in a National Conservation Area are already limited. That was the intent of Congress when 
they created the NCA's to “conserve, protect, and enhance, the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, his-
torical, natural, educational, and scientific resources" of the public lands (OPLMA Sections 1974 and 1975). There are 
no land uses that would be allowed in a National Conservation Area that would not be compatible with VRM Class 
II.

Associated Comments: 

The proposed visual resource management (VRM) designations would unnecessarily limit land use. Class III des-
ignations would be appropriate for the many purposes for which the NCAs were established, rather than the pro-
posed class I and II designations. The Beaver Dam Wash NCA will be designated entirely as a Class II VRM under 
Alternatives B and D, and the Red Cliffs NCA will be designated a Class I in the Wilderness areas and a Class II 
everywhere else in the preferred alternative. Under Alternative D, the ROW corridor would be designated a Class IV. 
[5679-124]

Response 248: Congress created the two NCAs to “conserve, protect, and enhance, the ecological, scenic, wildlife, 
recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources" of the public lands (OPLMA Sections 
1974 and 1975). With "scenic" being one of the primary criteria in the enabling legislation, Congress clearly intended 
for the scenic values to be protected. Changing the VRM management class from VRM III to VRM II is not an at-
tempt to restrict current and future land uses. It merely brings visual resource management in line with the intent of 
Congress.

Associated Comments: 

Changing the visual resource management for most of the area in the NCAs from a Class III to the more restrictive 
Class II. The only reason to make the change is to restrict current and future land uses. [5679-28]

Response 249: Congress created the two NCAs to “conserve, protect, and enhance, the ecological, scenic, wildlife, 
recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources" of the public lands (OPLMA Sections 

1974 and 1975). With "scenic" being one of the primary criteria in the enabling legislation, Congress clearly intended 
for the scenic values to be protected. The proposed VRM Class II designation meets those criteria.

Associated Comments: 

The lands within the NCAs are especially scenic and deserve protection from the degradation evident in the urban 
sprawl of St. George. And the NCAs warrant full protection due their unique location at an ecological transition zone 
between the Mojave Desert and the Great Basin. [5877-1]

The RMP must provide greater protections for unique physical features. The spectacular visual setting in southern 
Utah is central to quality of life. Ridgelines, bluffs, and mesas, dry washes, promontories, hillsides and river corridors 
make this area especially appealing. In addition, this landscape is home to diverse and unique, plant and animal spe-
cies that add to the area's striking appeal.  [5897-9]

Response 250: All factors were considered when developing the VRM management Classes for the Red Cliffs NCA. 
The majority of the Inventory Class II that the commenter mentions is a rich tapestry of sandstone cliffs, ancient 
lava flows, and classic desert terrain. Congress created the two NCAs to “conserve, protect, and enhance, the eco-
logical, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources" of the public 
lands (OPLMA Sections 1974 and 1975). With "scenic" being one of the primary criteria in the enabling legislation, 
Congress clearly intended for the scenic values to be protected. The proposed VRM Class II designation meets those 
criteria.

Associated Comments: 

Map 3-49: The existing Visual Resource Inventory shows the visual class rating of the lowland areas as Class II. In that 
area the landscape is flat, the vegetation is sparse or has been heavily modified by invasive grasses, and a number of 
existing roads, trails, and utilities have been developed. We want to ensure that those factors have all been fully con-
sidered in the visual class rating. [5899-67]

Response 251: The Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area was designated by Congress to “conserve, pro-
tect, and enhance, the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific 
resources" of the public lands (OPLMA Sections 1974 and 1975). The NCA is also critical desert tortoise habitat. 
There are no development activities that would be allowed in the NCA where VRM Class I offers more protection 
than VRM Class II. To meet the "enhance" requirements of the enabling legislation, future restoration activities may 
require temporary modifications to the landscape. Such activities would be appropriate under VRM Class II.

Associated Comments: 

In order to protect the unique visual characteristics of the NCA, BLM should adopt the Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) class designations as set out in Alternative C (managing 16,564 acres as VRM Class I and 46,916 acres as 
VRM Class II). As acknowledged by BLM, management of 16,564 acres of the NCA as VRM Class I (an area that 
overlaps with BLM-identified lands with wilderness characteristics) will ensure that these sensitive landscapes are 
protected for both visual resources and wilderness qualities. [4678-7]

We recommend that BLM adopt the Visual Resource Management plan proposed in Alternative C. This option rec-
ognizes that the Beaver Dam Wash NCA contains some areas where disturbance is currently relatively low and could 
actually be managed at a VRM Class I despite an inventory score of VRI Class II. Where possible, BLM should strive 
to improve an area's existing visual quality. Not to mention, this area is also the location of the proposed Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail Corridor, which should be prescribed, where possible, as a VRM I to help preserve the historic 
values identified therein. This would not only indirectly improve landscape health, but directly improve the visitor's 
aesthetic experience, which is a central purpose of the VRM Class designation system and the mandates of BLM 
manuals. [5917-25]

To be consistent with current policy regarding the National Conservation Lands, BLM should designate land within 
both the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area as either 
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VRM Class I or II. These designations will best protect the natural and scenic character of the landscape as it exists 
today and prevent further encroachment from urban development. These higher classifications will preserve the visi-
tor's desert experience and provide a natural oasis in an ever expanding urban setting. As a result, BLM should adopt 
the VRM Classes proposed in Alternative C for both NCAs. While existing roads and utility lines will be permit-
ted and grandfathered in, new transmission lines, rights-of- way, support facilities, and roads would be prohibited. 
[5917-26]

I strongly support implementing the intent of the Lands Bill in order to conserve and protect this scenic landscape 
and its fragile ecosystem for ourselves and for future generations. Option C appears to do that while allowing public 
access and activities that are compatible with that intent. [6075-2]

Alternative C's Visual Resource Management designations are extremely important to protect the amazing scenery in 
our area. [6092-3]

Alternative C's management prescription for lands with wilderness characteristics and its VRM designations are solid 
steps in protecting the NCA's natural values well into the future. [6283-7]

VRM I should be utilized as the Plan C dictates [6286-19]

Alternative Table 2-28,Visual Resource Management (VRM): Alternative C preferred alternative. 

Alternative C retains VRM classifications in most important areas of NCA. [6494-14]

Response 252: OPLMA identified the purpose of NCA designation for the public lands of Beaver Dam Wash NCA as 
conservation, protection, and enhancement of multiple values, including the scenic qualities of the NCA. The pro-
posed VRM Classes satisfy this purpose, through restrictions on the levels of change to the existing character that can 
be authorized.

Associated Comments: 

The second reason the viewshed is excessive is due to the proposed Visual Resource Management ("VRM") 
Classifications. In Alternatives B and D, the viewshed is designated as the very strict VRM Class II. A VRM class II 
management objectives are as follows:: The objective of this class is to retain the existing character of the landscape. 
The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be low. Management activities may be seen, but should 
not attract the attention of the casual observer. Any changes must repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and 
texture found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape. [5679-110]

Response 253: The proposed VRM designations provide the ability for maintenance and the expansion of existing 
utilities. Outside of those utility areas, the VRM designations are more restrictive. This is consistent with designation 
as a National Conservation Area.

Associated Comments: 

there is no justification for why VRM Management Designations are inconsistent with the existing VRM conditions 
(Visual Resource Inventory) depicted in Chapter 3. The VRM Management Designations for Alternatives B and C 
seem to be aimed at stopping any sort of physical disturbance, rather than managing the resource consistent with the 
Visual Resource Inventory (Map 3-49). It appears that the existing utilities within the NCA would be inconsistent 
with and are not accounted for in the VRM designations in Alternative C. [5899-54]

Response 254: The language that is in Alternative A was taken directly from the existing RMP (1999). This docu-
ment was written in the early to mid-nineties and in an area that is changing as rapidly as Washington County, it is no 
longer applicable. The VRM Class Objectives accomplish the same goals in a clearer, more definitive and achievable 
manner.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-28 Visual Resource Management, Objectives 131, 2-28 Removal of Alt. A language "BLM will seek to comple-
ment the rural, agricultural, historic, and urban landscapes on adjoining private, state, and tribal lands by maintain-
ing the integrity of background vistas on the public lands". Now only class objectives with no mention of cooperation 
with or blending with surrounding communities. Restore the cooperating and blending language. [5679-156]

Response 255: Class III cultural surveys are conducted for any proposed surface disturbing activity.

Associated Comments: 

BLM is obligated to complete the necessary Class III inventory of the NCAs and to utilize this information when 
developing its land use management plans. This is particularly important with respect to the National Conservation 
Lands, which are dedicated to both landscape and cultural and historic resource conservation. When necessary, it 
may be possible for BLM to phase and/or prioritize its Class III inventory work in a manner that still satisfies its 
requirements under the NHPA and the Omnibus of 2009, but steps must be taken in the short-term to minimize 
impacts to the landscape until the appropriate survey and inventories have been completed. [5917-21]

Response 256: The potential impacts from construction of a northern transportation route are described detail in 
Chapter 4.39. Tables 4.24, 4.25, and 4.26 show the potential impacts to the acreage of different resource classes.

Associated Comments: 

there has been some mention of a proposed elevated highway on pillars to be constructed to deal with the steep 
grades located north of Washington City, possibly to reduce some of the direct impacts to the desert tortoises and 
their habitat. However, construction an elevated roadway would add greatly to the costs of the proposed project and 
significantly degrade the scenic qualities of the NCA/Reserve. The visual unsightliness of an elevated roadway would 
be especially noticeable against the spectacular red rocks of the NCA with Pine Valley Mountain in the background. 
At night, a stream of headlights and taillights would be seen from almost any point in the St. George basin, further 
degrading our quality of life. [5921-8]

A multi lane roadway, with utility poles, through this landscape does not enhance for us (or future generations) 
this view shed! Once a major road is gutted through this beautiful area it will never be the peaceful oasis it is now. 
[5988-3]

 In addition the RCNCA itself in section 4.39.2.5 on pg. 817 cites a clearly unacceptably high impact to visual resourc-
es from the potential northern corridor highway proposal that occurs under Option D. [6296-5]

Response 257: This comment is outside the scope of this planning effort. The VRM Management Classes proposed 
in this plan apply only the two National Conservation Areas. This comment is referring to areas that are outside the 
NCA's.

Associated Comments: 

BLM must adopt more protective VRM status to protect scenic view sheds. This includes: BLM's VRM management 
areas are out of date and need to be updated to reflect the public's wish to preserve the scenic landscape in the Vision 
Dixie process. BLM should ensure that scenic value is a resource that is conserved and must establish clear manage-
ment direction describing areas inventoried and possessing high scenic importance with clearly defined objectives 
that limit surface disturbance within important view sheds. Important scenic areas should be protected. CDF recom-
mends BLM change VRM designations to: VRM class I: · The highway SR9 corridor from the LaVerkin twist to Zion 
National Park · The NCAs · All wilderness areas and ACECs · The cliff face and ridge line of Canaan Mountain; the 
wilderness boundary is on the top of Canaan Mountain and leaves the cliff face of Smithsonian Butte unprotected · 
Silver Reef-Leeds Navajo sandstone formations · The ridge line of the Black Ridge · The Hurricane Cliffs · The Virgin, 
Santa Clara River and North Creek corridors · The red cliff face of Sand Mountain in Warner Valley · Beaver Dam 
Mountains , and other areas. · East face of the Apex slope, Little Creek Mountain, Castle Cliff Wash Area, Tobin 
bench9 Hwy 18 corridor [5897-11]
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Response 258: This is correct. The text was edited to read: "Construction of the Northern Transportation Route and 
any future utility construction in the NCA would partially compromise the view shed for visitors to the NCA."

Associated Comments: 

Section 4-39-4 Cumulative Impacts: The last paragraph states "Construction of the "northern Transportation route" 
and any future utility construction in the NCA would partially compromise the view shed from the greater St. George 
metropolitan area." This appears to be an incorrect statement especially with respect to the northern transportation 
route as it may not even be visible from the majority of the greater St. George metropolitan area. [5673-9]

Response 259: This edit was accepted and a Chapter 4 description was added.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-28, p. 131 I suggest adding the definition of Class IV (since your reader 
will want to know what it is). Your management decisions will then list 0 acres of VRM Class IV. 5th Management 
Action: I'm not sure what "existing structures and facilities" exist within the NCA, but if this includes facilities as-
sociated with ROWs, I don't think you can unilaterally change the requirements of a ROW grant this would occur at 
ROW renewal. [5678-29]

Response 260: The "pinch point" that the commenter references is the Interstate-15 corridor. The width of the exist-
ing ROW's through this section would not preclude future development.

Associated Comments: 

Troublesome if the I-15 corridor were eliminated. Once established, a future RMP amendment reducing the VRM 
class is very unlikely to occur within a NCA. [4674-9]

Class II VRM designations under all three action alternatives would create a "pinch point' for north to south projects 
along I-15 south of Leeds (Maps 2-32, 2-33 and 2-34). This pinch point would be more troublesome if the I-15 cor-
ridor were eliminated. Although the VRM classes could be changed by RMP amendment, it's very unlikely to occur 
within a NCA. [4674-43] 

Response 261: There are no multiple use activities that would be allowed in an NCA that would not be compatible 
with VRM Class II. The supporting documentation is Washington County's own Habitat Conservation Plan. There 
are no activities allowed in the HCP that would by incompatible with VRM Class II. The signage question is confus-
ing because it has nothing to do with management of visual resources. Just because there is light pollution from the 
adjacent urban areas doesn't mean that any lighting within the NCA shouldn't be night sky friendly.

Associated Comments: 

Class II designation could limit many multiple use activities in the NCAs. Both NCAs have been managed as Class III 
areas since their creation, and the BLM has not supported with any documenting evidence that any benefit that would 
be obtained from changing the classification. This is especially true in the Red Cliffs NCA where signage has already 
been developed (See management action for architectural design standards on page 248 of the draft RMP) and efforts 
to "reduce or prevent impacts to night skies" would be futile because the NCA is surrounded on three sides by urban 
areas. [5679-125]

Response 262: There is no resource concern relating to the potential ACECs or multispecies area for natural 
lightscapes.

Associated Comments: 

BLM can meet its duty to manage for night sky resources by setting management prescriptions for this important 
resource in the RMP. We fully support the management prescriptions for natural lightscapes incorporated into the 

VRM sections for the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCAs. We strongly urge BLM to consider applying the same 
management prescriptions for the St. George Field Office, including the ACECs and areas of priority biological con-
servation. [5917-33]

Response 263: The VRM classification applies only to the Beaver Dam Wash NCA. Congress created the two NCAs 
to “conserve, protect, and enhance, the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educa-
tional, and scientific resources" of the public lands (OPLMA Sections 1974 and 1975). With "scenic" being one of 
the primary criteria in the enabling legislation, Congress clearly intended for the scenic values to be protected. The 
proposed VRM Class II designation meets that criteria and is also in alignment with the Old Spanish Trail viewshed 
designation.

Associated Comments: 

The viewshed designation is excessive for two reasons. First, it is unclear historically where the OST actually went; 
therefore restricting uses on the 12,000 acres that can be seen from the designated trail (the paved county road known 
as Old Highway 91) and the BLM alternative route is excessive. [5679-109]

Water
Response 264: The potential proposals considered in the alternatives cited by the commenter would require the use 
of water on public land. The specifics of how this would be done would be considered on a case-by-case basis. Any 
new water development would be consistent with the RMP, BLM policy, and Utah State water law.

Associated Comments: 

The DRMP proposes to expand the use of water within the NCAs to irrigate "revegetation projects, wildlife and other 
limited purposes within the NCA." No discussion is offered regarding the amount of water needed to accomplish this 
goal, the mechanisms by which the water would be delivered and applied to the land and the impacts of such mecha-
nisms. The amount of water necessary to sustain revegetation projects may be considerable, creating further conflict 
vith existing beneficial uses of water, especially under "changing climatic conditions." Section 4.2.2.1,p. 606. Even if 
this use of water were possible under the law (see discussion above), the costs and physical impacts of delivering and 
applying water to the land are substantial. Given the challenges of irrigating in this desert area, this analysis should 
have been offered. [4674-27]

Response 265: A detailed analysis of water resources was done in the DEIS including the impacts from OHV use and 
livestock grazing (see pages 605-613 and 743-750 of the DEIS).

Associated Comments: 

Regarding water quality, the RMP must provide that designated uses be fully achieved, and if they are not, require 
prompt management changes even if numeric standards are otherwise being met. The DEIS fails to adequately as-
sess the impacts of grazing and OHV use and other activities on water quality and quantity. A much more extensive 
review is essential to comply with the FRH, as well. [5897-15]

Response 266: The commitment to monitor water quality is clear in both NCA RMPs. From the Red Cliffs NCA 
alternatives, "Monitor water quality in Leeds Creek to determine if the designation standard for beneficial uses estab-
lished by the UDWQ is being met." (See page 176 of the DEIS). How the monitoring will be done and what actions 
will be taken to correct issues will be determined at the implementation level.

Associated Comments: 

The EPA recommends that where specific water quality requirements are documented as not being met, such as in the 
Clean Water Act Integrated Report for Utah (for example, but not limited to Leeds Creek -where phosphorous nutri-
ent loading exceeds the State's standard), that the BLM identify and include in the Final EIS all future monitoring 
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plans and specific restoration implementation plans to assist in meeting the required Utah water quality standard. 
[3925-9]

Response 267: The DEIS proposes several actions to manage and protect water resources, see Tables 2-2 and 2-37 of 
the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Human efforts to "protect" the meager, seasonal flow of water at Beaver Dam Wash would be hampered or impos-
sible. Mitigating measures of sand filtering, piping, reservoirs, etc would be impossible. WATER is, indeed, a valuable 
resource, what measures are proposed to protect it? If sustaining seasonal vegetation for migratory birds and wildlife 
is important. [4684-4]

Response 268: The management action to prohibit land uses that would export water from the NCA has been re-
moved from the Proposed RMPs.

Associated Comments: 

table 2.2 water resources alternative B states that he will not allow land use that would export water from the NCA . 
this is a detriment to the public health . Water is the life source of human existence why would you limit the ability to 
serve the human race with water? [4695-3]

Response 269: The management actions considered for water resources in the DEIS would help to insure water qual-
ity, as would many other RMP decisions contemplated in the DEIS. 

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, page 57, "Water Resources" In regards to the management action about not au-
thorizing land uses that would export water from the NCA, what if someone has a state water right and they want the 
area of beneficial use to be outside the NCA can we prevent them from doing that? [5678-4]

Table 2-2 Objectives 56 and 179 Objectives do not match up with proposed management actions. The objectives are 
appropriate because they are focused on maintaining water quality. Management actions need to be modified to focus 
on protecting water quality. [5679-132] 

Response 270: There is no requirement or need to complete a wetlands inventory in order to finalize the RMPs. The 
DEIS did include the management action to "Inventory the NCA to locate all springs and seeps, map the areal extent 
of associated riparian vegetation, evaluate water quality and flow rates, and document all spring developments." This 
will be done as funding becomes available and priorities are set to implement the new RMPs. 

 Associated Comments: 

The EPA specifically recommends a full NCA wetlands inventory be included in the final EIS in order to identify spe-
cifically where these RMP commitments will be carried out, and to serve as a guide for the BLM's wetlands resource 
monitoring and restoration/protection prioritization efforts. [3925-8]

Response 271: A detailed analysis of water resources was done in the DEIS including the impacts from OHV use and 
livestock grazing (see pages 605-613 and 743-750 of the DEIS).

Associated Comments: 

The BLM cannot hold water it is not putting to beneficial use as defined by Utah water law. The BLM cannot hold 
instream flow rights. BLM cannot interfere with access to valid water rights even when water originates on or crosses 
public land. BLM cannot file on point sources within the NCAs because all of the water in the county is allocated 
somewhere. Even if a spring or seep has not been filed on, it is hydrologically tied to a water source that is already 

allocated. (And there's the beneficial use problem). The Doctrine of Prior Appropriation stats that the owner of the 
water right can put the water to beneficial use and the BLM cannot interfere with that right even if the water origi-
nates on public land. [6486-48]

Response 272: The management action regarding the BLM acquiring water rights has been revised to the following: 
"Pursue acquisition of surface and/or groundwater rights from willing sellers for use in campgrounds, visitor facili-
ties, and for other administrative uses, where consistent with Utah State law."

Associated Comments: 

The DRMP does not acknowledge that the Utah State Engineer has closed these areas to new appropriations, so that 
the only way BLM can acquire or use water rights would place it into direct [4674-25]

Since municipal water rights cannot be transferred to BLM under the Utah constitution, the only outcome of the re-
strictions on municipal use posed by the DRMP would be to preclude the use by municipalities, without any concur-
rent benefit to BLM. We assume that the agency does not have a hidden agenda to force the forfeiture of municipal 
water rights to somehow allow those rights to become available for BLM's stated purposes. BLM has not analyzed the 
impacts of placing itself in competition for scarce water resources that would, in the normal course of things, convert 
to municipal use over time rather than being taken over by BLM. The regional water approach includes an obligation 
for all parties to apply water resources at their disposal to the benefit of regional partners. Accordingly, the loss of 
water rights to potential municipal use may have significant impacts on demand for water outside of the Virgin River 
Basin, such as the Lake Powell Pipeline project water. [4674-28]

We express great concern that through the RMP process the agency will implement other elements that may have 
detrimental effects on livestock grazing, such as the implementation of view shed protections or the acquisition of 
private water rights. We are adamantly opposed to the federal government taking action to acquire private water 
rights. [5909-8]

Specifically, we oppose: 1. Obtaining ground and surface water rights in the NCAs by the BLM. Water rights are 
scarce in this area. We need to be cautious in the allocation of our precious resource. Allowing the BLM to buy up 
and sit on water rights in our arid region makes no sense economically or from a resource perspective. We want water 
rights to be put to beneficial use by the local citizens and municipalities. [5910-1]

Obtaining ground and surface water rights in the NCAs by the BLM. Water rights are scarce in Mohave County and 
specifically in this area. Government at all levels needs to be cautious in their allocation of this precious resource. 
Allowing BLM to buy up and sit on water rights in our arid region makes no sense economically or from a resource 
perspective. Any current water rights should be put to beneficial use by the local citizens and municipalities that own 
them. [5916-5]

The Santa Clara Cattle Co. which has been in existence from the early 1900's many years before the BLM came to 
be. The "Company" ran cattle and develop springs for watering of their livestock on the Beaver Dam slope. The 
"Company" made application and was given water rights with the State of Utah all of them with prior dates of 1932. 
We oppose this RMP because the BLM has through this proposal limited access inside this designation. Their pro-
posal without consulting with the "Company" on the impact it may have on our access to maintain these springs has 
demonstrated to us they were unwilling to consider our rights. The BLM should have met with the "Company" to 
consider options before bring this RMP into existence. So the "Company opposes the approval of the RMP as it would 
them impact our water rights!! [6214-1]

Included in Alternative B, C and D, Farm Bureau is concerned with guidance to pursue the "acquisition of surface and 
groundwater rights from willing sellers to benefit the conservation and protection of wildlife and aquatic habitats and 
riparian resources" In Utah, and more specifically in Washington County, water is the limiting factor to population 
growth, economic opportunity and historic farming and ranching. The federal government should not be in competi-
tion with the priorities and policies of Washington County and local governments. [6430-12]
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Response 273: The management action to prohibit land uses that would export water from the NCAs has been 
removed from the Proposed RMPs. The management action regarding the BLM acquiring water rights has been re-
vised to the following: "Pursue acquisition of surface and/or groundwater rights from willing sellers for use in camp-
grounds, visitor facilities, and for other administrative uses, where consistent with Utah State law."

Associated Comments: 

Water planning is the purview of the state of Utah through the state engineer's office. Federal land managers shouldn't 
be doing this. [1-6]

The BLM's acquisition of water rights and any new limitations on water passing through or leaving the NCAs (Water 
planning should be carried out by the local population and not federal land managers!); [125-4]

It is unconconciable to take 10% of the water from st George by taking the land in the Washington drain area when 
we are already struggling for water for our future use I would support any action that St George would take to retain 
its water and also land access [430-1]

This is nothing but a ruse to gain control of all of this area and slowly squeeze the life out of the area. We need the 
water not you. [2997-1]

As a Water Distributor for the state of Utah. I do not agree with the BLM removing water sources from systems which 
rely on these wells/ springs to function at full force. It is not in the best interest for the local economy to lower pres-
sures and water volume from historical springs and wells so human life suffers. [3316-1]

I live in Gunlock Utah and some of our water comes from that area and so you can''t take that area or else some 
people who live in Gunlock won''t be able to have that water that they need so that''s why you should not be doing 
this. [3487-1]

The alternatives presented do not allow for continued use of water resources. [3787-2]

The new limitations dealing with water are unfair to those who own the water rights. Any changes should be decided 
by our local community. [4671-1]

The Navajo Aquifer is the "primary source of potable water for the municipalities of the St. George Basin." Section 
3.24.4, pp. 472473. Attachment B shows the extensive water rights \vithin the two NCAs that would be affected by the 
restrictions sought to be imposed. The loss of these water rights and the ability to perfect them over time would have 
serious impacts on the county. All action alternatives exclude site-type ROWs, which could be interpreted to prohibit 
water tanks, settling basins and other ancillary facilities necessary to water use. (Table 2-68). [4674-8]

The socioeconomic impacts of the plan to preclude exportation of water for economic uses in the remainder of the 
county would be considerable, as water is potentially a limiting factor in Washington County's future economic 
stability and growth. Analysis of these impacts, however, is absent quantitatively or qualitatively. Furthermore, the 
cumulative impacts of the plan to acquire water rights, in the context of climate change, thus creating more demand 
for a dwindling water supply, are not addressed. Given the intermingled regional water demands, the DRMP should 
have considered the impacts on future municipal water supplies, for example whether the need for the Lake Powell 
Pipeline project would be accelerated by BLM's acquisition of water rights and its foreclosure of municipal water ex-
port from the RCNCA. The DRMP does not analyze the potential economic impacts of these actions if water supplies 
are reduced through proposed actions or if a water deficit is created due to demands placed by BLM on important 
water resources in the RCNCA. [4674-33]

Obtaining ground and surface water rights in the NCAs by the BLM. Water rights are scarce in this area. We need to 
be cautious in the allocation of our precious resource. Allowing the BLM to buy up and sit on water rights in our arid 
region makes no sense economically or from a resource perspective. I want water rights to be put to beneficial use by 
the local citizens and municipalities [4675-6]

Alternatives B, C, and D are uniform in proposing that the BLM buy water rights, both ground and surface, within 
both NCAs, not allow uses that export water from wither NCA, and file on point sources within both NCAs. I cur-
rently have water rights on my property that is directly surrounded by the NCA. By the BLM obtaining water rights 
in the Beaver Dam Wash, NCA this prohibits the economic development of my property for beneficial use. I am 

currently utilizing my water rights for beneficial use which the BLM would not be able to put the water rights to ben-
eficial use on the NCAs. My water rights are protected under Utah Law that water rights cannot be granted to another 
party if I am using my water rights for beneficial use. Furthermore this will directly impact my plans for business 
operations. I am not a willing seller for my water rights which the State cannot issue water rights to the BLM if it in-
terferes with my utilization or business operations and will be a direct violation of my rights within the State of Utah. 
I propose to allow the use of the water by the water right holder. [4680-2]

I further oppose a management plan that imposes restrictions on the ability of a community to access and utilize 
water resources or other utilities for the benefit of that community. Alternatives B and C would not allow for rights-
of-way for nearby communities to potentially access or utilize resources that might be beneficial. [4694-3]

I oppose any additional restrictions to water rights in any of the alternatives, specifically in the NCAs. Water is the 
life-blood of the area and there is no justification for BLM to be imposing restrictions. [4704-8]

We also share the water rights with the DI ranch that is adjacent to our claim that will be adversely affected if this 
NCA is adopted. [4712-2]

BLM's new goal of acquiring ground and surface water rights in both NCAs and prohibiting uses that export water 
from the NCAs. Water rights are administered by the state of Utah. Attempts by BLM to obtain or control access to 
water rights would be contrary to Utah law and harmful to residents and municipalities. Control over water should 
remain with state and local government-not the Bureau of Land Management. [5679-18]

Any federal goals that involve water in Washington County should involve extensive input from the county, the mu-
nicipalities, and the Washington County Water Conservancy District. Federal law requires the BLM to be consistent 
with local plans to the extent practicable. Especially in the case of water, which is under the jurisdiction of the state, 
federal land managers should be deferential to state and local long-term water plans. In this arid region, a policy shift 
that involves water should be well thought out, scientifically based, and include the maximum amount of local input 
possible [5679-86]

Washington County Recommends Alternative A regarding Water Resources Washington County is opposed to 
federal acquisition of water rights. Water rights need to be administered by the state in a way that allows maximum 
beneficial use of the scarce water resources available in this desert area. The county would like to see BLM return to 
the goal of working cooperatively with local governments and the Washington County Water Conservancy District to 
protect these precious hydrologic systems [5679-88]

Utah has a long history of effective water law and management. Water policy and planning should be carried out by 
the local population and not federal land managers. [6028-3]

Water rights - I believe planning should be done locally, and NOT by federal managers. [6156-5]

The plan to obtain all water rights in the NCA's (groundwater, point sources, and surface) and to prohibit water from 
leaving the NCA's. This proposal would curtail the municipal water supplies of Washington County's major commu-
nities. [6422-5]

The BLM's new policy objective of acquiring ground and surface water rights in both NCAs and prohibiting uses that 
export water from the NCAs. Water rights are administered by the State of Utah and are largely held by local resi-
dents and governmental entities. Control over water should remain with state and local government - not the BLM. 
[6423-11]

OPLMA does not give the BLM authority to appropriate, acquire and/or regulate water rights. Section 1972 of 
OPLMA allows for wilderness areas "to obtain and hold any water right . . ." OPLMA 1972(b)(9)(B), 123 STAT. at 
1079. However, the Act specifically states: (A) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing is this section - (i) shall 
constitute or be construed to constitute either an express or implied reservation by the United States of any water 
or rights with respect to the land designated as wilderness by subsection of (a)(l); (ii) shall affect any water rights in 
the State existing on the date of enactment of this Act, . . . (B) STATE WATER LAW.-The Secretary shall follow the 
procedural and substantive requirements of the law of the State in order to obtain and hold any water rights not in 
existence on the date of enactment of this Act with respect to the wilderness areas designated by subsection (a)(l). Id. 
Alternatives B, C, and D of the draft RMP are uniform in proposing that the BLM buy water rights, both ground and 
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surface, within both NCAs, not allow uses that export water from either NCA, and file on point sources within both 
NCAs. While the language of the draft RMP sets no maximum or minimum limits on the amount of water the BLM 
would obtain, from Toquerville and Washington County's standpoint, all three goals are disturbing and a divergence 
from normal BLM policy. [6423-30]

Accordingly, Toquerville is opposed to federal acquisition of water rights. Water rights need to be administered by 
the State in a way that allows maximum beneficial use of the scarce water resources available in this desert area. 
Alternative A is the only alternative that calls for cooperation with local governments and does not call for BLM ob-
taining water rights. Toquerville requests that the BLM to adopt Alternative A in the final RMP. [6423-34]

The St. George Draft RMP appears to be an attempt to unravel the historic local agreement contained in the 
Washington County Lands Bill as well as ignoring other state laws and Congressional mandates. The renewed efforts 
to adversely impact family ranches, renew the wilderness inventory processes and to acquire federal water rights in 
arid Washington County is in clear violation of state water law and is at the expense of Washington County's future. 
This is of concern to the Utah Farm Bureau. [6430-1]

Utah water law requires that water rights be put to beneficial use, and it is doubtful that BLM could put water rights 
in the NCAs to beneficial use. Utah's definition of beneficial use requires an economic benefit. In-stream flows are 
the exception to the beneficial use rule, but only the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources can hold water rights for in-
stream flows. [5679-80]

Point sources within the NCAs cannot be obtained because the area in and around both NCAs is already fully allo-
cated. Consequently, BLM cannot file claims to any unclaimed water in either NCA. [5679-81]

Buying water rights from willing buyers would be the only option even for point sources within the NCAs. The state 
engineer will not issue new water rights that interfere with existing water rights, and buying water rights from will-
ing sellers to use on the NCAs would likely interfere with existing rights. This is because water sources do not exist in 
isolation, and point sources on the NCAs are part of hydrologic systems that cross NCA boundaries. [5679-82]

Policy that prohibits-or even discourages-land uses that export water from the NCAs is also troubling. Ifwater origi-
nates on the NCAs, lawful use of a water right might require access to BLM land for pipelines, ditches, wells, etc. A 
policy that disallows such access would impair valid, state-issued, water rights. [5679-83]

BLM has not identified a resource concern that would be addressed by obtaining water rights. The objectives listed in 
the water section of the draft RMP address surface water quality, salinity and sediment loads, and scientific research 
related to climate change. In other words, the objectives are all concerned with water quality. Obtaining water rights 
would not address the water quality goals identified in the draft RMP. [5679-84]

Perhaps, on a temporary basis, additional water may be needed to rehabilitate an area damaged by wildfire or some 
other catastrophic event. In that event BLM can work collaboratively with municipalities or the county, through 
the Washington County Water Conservancy District, to meet that temporary need. In the usual course of business 
though, the draft RMP does not describe any need for BLM to own water rights or purchase water in the NCAs out-
side of campgrounds and facilities. [5679-85]

We are strongly opposed to the changes that the government is planning in our BLM designated areas in Washington 
County. If these plans are put into effect it will greatly limit public use as it now is, and our water rights. [6169-1]

Any attempt to prevent access to our water would be catastrophic! [6225-2]

Buying water rights, even from willing sellers, is a change from the Alternative A goal of working cooperatively with 
local governments to ensure clean drinking water. Water rights are administered by the State, and it is questionable 
whether the BLM would be able to put water rights to beneficial use on the NCAs. Nevertheless, obtaining water 
rights would present a policy shift for BLM. In this arid region, a policy shift that involves water should be well 
thought through and include the maximum amount of local input possible. [6423-31]

A policy that disfavors any land uses that export water from the NCAs is also troubling. IF water originates on the 
NCAs, and the BLM does not have the right to the water, that water should be allowed to be used by the water right 

holder. Lawful use of a water right might require access to BLM land for pipelines, ditches, wells, etc. A policy that 
disallows such access would impair water rights. [6423-32]

Filing on point sources within the NCAs would impact existing water rights. Water sources do not exist in isola-
tion. Point sources on the NCAs are part of hydrologic systems that cross NCA boundaries. The county would like 
to see BLM return to the goal of working cooperatively with local governments and the Washington County Water 
Conservancy District to protect these precious hydrologic systems [6423-33]

Water Rights. The City of St. George owns extensive water rights in the NCA and has invested significant funds to de-
velop these water rights. Said water rights are currently helping to provide water to our citizens, as well as, Ivins, Santa 
Clara, and other local government entities in Washington County. It appears the intent of the draft is to eliminate the 
transportation of this water from the NCA's. This action constitutes a taking of our water rights if we are prohibited 
from transporting our water to our residents and users. No information or analysis has been provided which proves 
that transporting water from the NCA is detrimental to the species or uses in the NCA. Further, the draft and its anal-
ysis does not address the ability of municipalities to maintain existing wells and ensure that the uses will be allowed to 
continue when current leases with the BLM expire. The draft should provide assurance that these existing uses will be 
able to continue and be expanded if necessary, to utilize available resources. [6424-5]

In addition, the "Do not authorize land uses that would export water from the NCA" action contained in the common 
Alternative is an egregious federal overreach that would put Washington County's future in jeopardy. Access to the 
state's sovereign water rights, both surface and underground, is a historic right granted by the United States Congress. 
[6430-13]

Much of what the BLM identifies (springs, seeps, wells, etc.) as targeted point water sources are already established 
livestock water rights belonging to ranching families. Utah Law (The Livestock Water Rights Act) defines who can 
hold livestock water rights as they exist across the Utah landscape. Livestock water is specifically defined as a benefi-
cial use of the state's sovereign waters. Also explicitly defined in the Act, is language that expressly prohibits owner-
ship of livestock water rights by the federal government. [6430-14]

As defined, the federal government cannot put Utah livestock water rights to beneficial use, therefore cannot hold 
livestock water rights. All other water rights the BLM or other federal agencies would seek, would have to be ap-
plied for like any other water user to the State Engineer based on the state's definition of beneficial us. Utah water law 
recognizes and provides: "A livestock water right is appurtenant to the allotment on which the livestock is watered." 
[6430-15]

The location of water production and transfer facilities will not be known until additional exploration has been con-
ducted. Many of us agree with the position of Citizens for Dixie's Future, that we should conserve and manage our lo-
cal water supplies before constructing expensive systems to import water from outside Washington County. However, 
with or without surface water importation, our local groundwater must ultimately be developed as an emergency 
reserve in drought contingency planning. [6440-2]

I also believe that our communities should have access to our major ground water resources. i.e. the Navajo sandstone 
formation. [6440-3]

The BLM's proposed objective to purchase water rights from third parties has the potential to "dry up" water current-
ly being used for agricultural production . The adverse impacts of this proposal should be addressed. [6470-2]

Under current State of Utah statutes, BLM cannot acquire new water rights and must make beneficial use of existing 
federal water rights for domestic livestock grazing. [6486-19]

Water rights were established through the doctrine of prior appropriation, and Utah Code guarantees the right to 
water livestock from in-stream flow and addresses water quality issues through designation of beneficial uses, specific 
water quality standards to meet beneficial uses, and the process to follow in achieving the standards where they are 
deficient. BLM must comply with Utah water law. Restrictions on use of irrigation water by federal agencies through 
the guise of protecting wilderness, native species etc. will severely impact the economy of the county. [6486-45]

The taking of water rights in the NCAs is mentioned through the Draft Plans. However, water is not mentioned once 
in socioeconomic analysis (not counting "watering troughs"). 4.45 Ignores value of water. In Utah, one-acre foot 
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of water supports: 2.9 Utah Residents 0.9 Utah Households 1.2 Utah Employees 0.1 Utah Business Establishments 
$93,685 in Personal Income to Utah Residents $47,611 in Wages Paid to Utah Residents $124, 186 in Utah Gross State 
Product No cumulative effects analysis of the additional acreage not available for many community/economic uses. 
[6486-46]

The BLM cannot hold water it is not putting to beneficial use as defined by Utah water law. The BLM cannot hold 
instream flow rights. BLM cannot interfere with access to valid water rights even when water originates on or crosses 
public land. BLM cannot file on point sources within the NCAs because all of the water in the county is allocated 
somewhere. Even if a spring or seep has not been filed on, it is hydrologically tied to a water source that is already 
allocated. (and there's the beneficial use problem). The Doctrine of Prior Appropriation stats that the owner of the 
water right can put the water to beneficial use and the BLM cannot interfere with that right even if the water origi-
nates on public land. [6486-48] 

Water is the life blood of the county and this plan thwarts the county, cities and water district's ability to access and 
develop water resources and is strongly opposed. [6486-69]

The plans do not provide for sustainable, productive watersheds for a continued supply of water for the county's 
people, agriculture sector which are dependent on the aquifers, stream flows and water storage. [6486-72]

Utah constitutional and statutory law as to vested water rights and control of in-stream flow must be followed 
[6486-81]

Response 274: The BLM has revised the water language cited by the commenter. The management action to prohibit 
land uses that would export water from the NCAs has been removed from the Proposed RMPs. The management ac-
tion regarding the BLM acquiring water rights has been revised to the following: "Pursue acquisition of surface and/
or groundwater rights from willing sellers for use in campgrounds, visitor facilities, and for other administrative uses, 
where consistent with Utah State law."

Associated Comments: 

Indeed, BLM Manual 6620 expressly authorizes "Facilities within ... NCAs, including utility, water, and electrical sup-
ply lines... designed and sited in a manner that minimizes impacts to the objects and values and [4674-21]

The DRMP's general approach to water resources constitutes an aggressive challenge to longstanding community 
interests, even taking into consideration its stated interest in protecting water resources from pollution. The DRMP 
would accomplish the destruction of the ability of local governments to maintain and utilize their full water rights. 
The considerations raised by the BLM's attempt to acquire and use water rights are further exacerbated by its unlaw-
ful elimination of the UDPs from application in the RCNCA, as discussed above. The DRMP does not acknowledge 
or honor the necessary uses of water within the NCAs for municipal and other purposes, but rather focuses solely on 
use of water resources to protect the BLM's stated resource values of the NCAs. The DRMP expressly states that "As 
Congress did not specifically define the resource values that give significance to this NCA, BLM resource profession-
als identified a number of the natural and cultural resources within NCA that are unique and scientifically impor-
tant." Section 1.3.1.2,pp. 14- 15. BLM simply cannot use values not authorized by OPLMA to undermine the benefi-
cial use of water rights. [4674-23]

The Utah Supreme Court has ruled that watering indigenous vegetation is generally not a beneficial use. Beneficial 
use requires economic benefits from use of water rights. There is a specific statutory exception for instream flow 
rights owned by the Utah Divisions of Wildlife Resources and Parks and Recreation under limited circumstances 
(Utah Code Ann. 73-3-30), but BLM is clearly not authorized to use water for wildlife or any other non-economic 
use. Moreover, given the requirements of law that a change in use not impair an existing use, there is no circumstance 
under which BLM could acquire any useful amount of water for non economic uses'vithout forcing a private land-
owner to give up his economic use of land (whether public or private) affected by the BLM's planning prescriptions. 
Given the clear intent to acquire private inholdings and restrict grazing use over time, the DRMP would create pres-
sure for water right holders to divest themselves of the economic use of water, but without concomitant benefits to the 
selected resources. [4674-24]

Would benefit ecosystems. The only exception in the Beaver Dam Wash drainage might [4674-25]

The concerns expressed about climate change related to the narrowly focused resources selected for consideration in 
the DRMP also affect water supply. The DRMP assumes that water resources'vill be reduced due to climate change 
(Sections 3.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.26.4) and that that populations will grow (Sections 4.22.1.1, 4.45.1.1) yet fails to consider the 
impacts of the plans for water acquisition and use under climate change scenarios, which would undoubtedly put 
even more strain on this important resource for human use. [4674-29]

Recommendations * Eliminate efforts to acquire water rights and replace \vith goals to work'vith local governments 
to allow temporary uses of water, if possible, to meet limited essential resource needs. * Eliminate proposals to hinder 
economic uses that would affect private water rights holders in or affected by the RMP. * Ensure that all municipal 
water rights may be developed and used to the fullest extent authorized by Utah law. * Exempt development of mu-
nicipal water resources from ROW avoidance or exclusion limitations [4674-30]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-37 (Water Resources), p. 179 In regards to the management action about not au-
thorizing land uses that would export water from the NCA, what if someone has a state water right and they want the 
area of beneficial use to be outside the NCA can we prevent them from doing that? [5678-46]

Washington County opposes BLM's proposals to obtain water rights in the NCAs and control water exporting 
activities because the proposals are illegal, unnecessary, and uncooperative. Alternatives B, C, and D are uniform in 
proposing that the BLM: (1) purchase ground and surface water rights within the NCAs, (2) prohibit the exportation 
of water from the NCAs, and (3) file on all inventoried point water sources within the NCAs. While the language of 
the draft RMP sets no maximum or minimum limits on the amount of water the BLM would obtain, from a county 
standpoint, all three goals are disturbing. [5679-79]

Table 2-2 Management Actions 57, 179 2-2, 2-37 BLM wants to obtain water rights in NCAs and will not authorize 
land uses that allow water to leave NCAs. Water rights are controlled by state law. This section needs to be changed to 
match to objectives. [5679-133]

In Table 2-2, on Page 57 of the draft RMP, it is identified that the BLM plans to "not authorize land uses that would 
export water from the NCA" and "to ensure that BLM obtains water rights on all inventoried point water sources 
(springs, seeps, wells, reservoirs, etc.)". One of lvins City's main sources of water are the Snow Canyon Wells that 
reside within the NCA. Ivins City essentially "exports" water from the NCA. It is not difficult to imagine that if the 
plan keeps this language, we may expect in the future there could be efforts made to eliminate this important source 
of water for us. Also, Ivins City has made water claims, still unapproved (WR#81-3656) in the Beaver Dam Wash 
in cooperation with claims made by the Santa Clara, St George and Washington Water Conservancy District with 
the hopes of exporting the water for future culinary use. These statements in the draft RMP are very threatening to 
Ivins. The municipalities are already being charged by local special interest groups that it is foolish to develop a Lake 
Powell water resource because of the available local water resources, but now it appears that the BLM intends for local 
water resources to be locked up and prevented from being used for local community needs. Furthermore, the lan-
guage chosen by the BLM indicates no middle ground when it says it will pursue "all" water sources within the NCA. 
The Navajo sandstone aquifer is well known for its ability to provide a high quality source of water and a substantial 
portion of this aquifer lies within the Red Cliffs NCA. The positions established by this language in the document 
are offensive to Ivins City because it threatens to take away a very important life sustaining resource and prevent us 
from obtaining more water in the future, which is extreme, unacceptable, and unnecessary. Inasmuch as Ivins City 
receives much of its water from the Washington County Water Conservancy District, Ivins City hereby incorporates 
by this reference the WCWCD objections to the proposed plans in addition to the specific objections set forth above. 
[5901-3]

BLM states that it plans to obtain all water rights in the NCAs (surface, groundwater, and point source) then to pro-
hibit water from leaving the NCAs; an action that would affect all water rights and usurp state water law. Through this 
planning document the dictate to actively collaborate and coordinate and cooperate with state, county, and local gov-
ernment's language has been eliminated in all 3 new alternatives. Cooperation is required by law and by BLM policy, 
and should be included in the Plan. It plainly states in the TGA, "Nothing in this sub-chapter shall be construed in 
any way...as limiting or restricting the power or authority of any State as to matters within its jurisdiction." [5915-8]
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Competition for use of existing water resources with an intent to change those uses from their current economic 
to uses that BLM perceives The draft acknowledges that the Navajo Aquifer is the primary source of potable water 
for the municipalities of the St. George basin, but seeks to purchase the water and establish new uses for the water, 
thereby reducing the available rights to support the growth anticipated in the St. George basin which growth is recog-
nized in 4:22.1.1 and 4:45.1 .1 of the draft. The Utah State engineer has closed the Navajo Aquifer to new water rights 
acquisitions; therefore, all water would have to be taken from existing uses. We recommend that the proviso that 
allows the BLM acquire water rights be eliminated and a provision added that the BLM will work with local govern-
ments to max1m1ze the limited water resources in our area. Exempt development of municipal water resources from 
ROW avoidance or exclusion limitations [6424-6]

Alternatives B, C and D: Collectively the B, C, and D Alternatives offer an open-ended assault on Washington 
County's future and more specifically on livestock water rights and the state's water sovereignty. As stated, the col-
lective Alternatives provide for a broadly-defined mechanism establishing federal control over Washington County 
water resources through [6430-11]

Wildlife
Response 275: After a thorough review of the public comments and analysis of potential impacts, it was determined 
that target shooting in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA would be best managed by the decisions found in Alternative D. 
This alternative contains the following criteria: Except in the act of licensed hunting, all firearms must be discharged 
toward a proper backstop sufficient to stop the projectile’s forward progress. Targets must be constructed of wood, 
cardboard, paper or similar unbreakable materials. All targets, clays, and shells are considered litter after use and 
must be removed and disposed of properly.

Associated Comments: 

The language "only authorize land uses in sensitive species habitats if reasonable alternative locations outside of these 
habitats do not exist" is too restrictive. Finding a location with no sensitive species habitat could be an impossible cri-
teria to meet. Alt C is too restrictive and could result in more serious fire caused impacts or invasive species impacts. 
Alternative D is preferred over B because fire damage can happen so quickly that "back burning" should not require 
additional processes or delays (like NCA manager approval or even resource advisor approval at times). Firefighters 
should not have to wait to take actions that could prevent significant damage in a short time. Firefighters know what 
is needed to stop the spread of the fire - let them do their job quickly and as unobstructed as possible. Managers need 
the option of using non-native plants strategically after fires. Funding may become impossible to pursue if BLM will 
only allow native plants. Management needs to allow for the possibility that science will discover new ways to control 
wildfire and better manage our current landscape that is already covered with exotics. Use of non- natives may help 
maximize money for rehabilitation projects. Non-natives may also help by reducing the larger impacts of cheat grass, 
tumbleweed and the fire cycle. Don't eliminate this as a possibility. Alt A seems more flexible and adaptable to differ-
ent situations. The language on predator control is too restrictive. Predation may be low at present, but the burden of 
proof required to "measurably impact the recovery of viable desert tortoise populations" could be so high that that 
by the time managers get permission to eliminate the offending predators significant damage is already done to the 
tortoise population. Raven and coyote predation can be fairly significant and occur in short period of time when the 
conditions are just right and the predators become accustomed to eating tortoises. BLM needs options to remove 
predators quickly and efficiently when the problem is first detected, before it's too late. As a side comment, several 
of these species need to be removed from the "sensitive species category." They might be at the edge of their range, 
or rarely detected, but that does not mean they are uncommon or declining. Sidewinders and zebra-tailed lizards 
are excellent examples of abundant species that just happen to have a small natural distribution in Utah, but they are 
extremely common and should not need special protection [5679-149]

Response 276: The language regarding potential reintroduction, translocation, and population augmentation of 
Special Status Species has been revised in the Proposed RMPs/FEIS to acknowledge current and future MOUs and 
clarify the role of federal, state, and local governments and agencies in such actions. 

Associated Comments: 

it is apparent from the California condor section below that BLM did not coordinate with FWS in drafting the por-
tions of the plan that propose management actions for sensitive, threatened, or endangered species. Protected species 
management is the primary responsibility of the FWS, and BLM should not be create protected species management 
plans without close coordination with FWS. [5679-34]

The county calls on BLM to amend all language in the draft RMP that refers to transplanting or translocating spe-
cies into the county so that it includes a requirement to work cooperatively with the county and local governments. 
Because of the socioeconomic impacts of protected species, the local governments should play an integral role in any 
plans to bring sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the county. The county will continue to work coopera-
tively with BLM to protect species that already exist within the county, so language requiring cooperation in manag-
ing protected species would place the proper emphasis on local government inclusion. Twenty-two pages in the draft 
RMP call for either transplantation or translocation of sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the NCAs. 
(Pages 102, 106, 108, 109, 219 223, 227, 229, and 230 propose transplantation while pages 90, 92, 94, 95, 98, 100, 209, 
211, 213, 214, 217, 219, and 221 propose translocation.) Some protected species are listed by name, i.e., woundfin 
minnow, Virgin River chub, Mohave desert tortoise, southwestern willow flycatcher, short eared owls, Arizona toad, 
and others. Other pages in the RMP call generically for transplantation and supplemental release of sensitive. It has 
been the experience of Washington County that the presence of listed species within the county directly impacts 
socioeconomic factors such as impact fees, limitations on population growth, limitations on historical land uses, and 
limitations on private land uses and recreational or economic public land uses. [5679-29]

Washington County is opposed to the introduction of new sensitive species. The Washington County General Plan 
requires that prior to introducing any species the county and federal agencies involved should work together to "ad-
dress potential impacts of any action that would impair private lands, alter the customary use and private property 
interests in the public land, or potentially impact the local economy." No such coordination has occurred, nor is it 
proposed in the draft RMP. [5679-30]

BLM Manual 6100 -National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) Management Manual outlines in section l 
.6(N) how wildlife and native plants are to be managed in NLCS lands, which include NCAs. That section of the 
manual emphasizes the need for BLM to work cooperatively with state fish and wildlife agencies in managing wildlife 
within the NCAs. No reference is made in the draft RMP to cooperation with state wildlife agencies in drafting the 
management alternatives or in introducing sensitive species. [5679-32]

The NLCS manual also requires BLM to emphasize the role of NCAs in recovery oflisted species. (See section 
1.6(N)2.) Since both NCAs contain desert tortoise habitat, there is no need to introduce new species into either NCA 
to accomplish the mandate to emphasize recovery. [5679-33]

The final RMP should accord with the policy adopted by Washington County that no non native species should be 
introduced to any area if there will be an economic, cultural, or biological impact on the county. (See Washington 
County Resolution Number R-2012-1610 ("The introduction of a new species to the area should not occur if it will 
negatively impact the economic, cultural, or biological health of Washington County.").) While the analysis in chap-
ters three and four does not address the impact of condor introduction, the introduction of any species that falls 
under the full protections of the Endangered Species Act clearly will have some impact on the county's economy, 
culture, and biology. [5679-46]

There is no reason the final RMP should not follow the county policy as there is no applicable federal statute, regu-
lation, or policy that requires the introduction of new non-native species into the NCAs. In addition, federal law 
requires the BLM to be consistent with local plans and policies so long as the local plans and policies are not in viola-
tion of federal laws. See 43 CFR 1610.3-1(d) and 1610.4-4(e). Washington County respectfully requests that the BLM 
amend the draft RMP to comply with federal law and the county policy. The final RMP should clearly state that no 
species that is not currently present in the NCAs will be introduced into the county without the express consent of the 
county commission. [5679-48]
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Sensitive Species. Amend all language about introducing ANY species to include a requirement to work closely 
with Washington County and the state as early as possible and throughout the planning and implementation stages. 
[5679-150]

Table 2-49 Special Status Bird Species: California Condor, Management Actions 213 2-49 Authorized transplanting 
condors. Also other parts talk about translocation, and supplemental release of sensitive, threatened, and endangered 
species. These sections need to either be deleted or reworked to include language that complies with the county's plan. 
In other words, if the language is retained, it should have a clause that calls for working closely with the county before 
any species are introduced. [5679-175]

Twenty-two pages in the draft RMP calls for either transplantation or translocation of sensitive, threatened, or en-
dangered species into the NCAs. (Pages 102, 106, 108, 109, 219 223, 227, 229, and 230 propose transplantation while 
pages 90, 92, 94, 95, 98, 100, 209, 211, 213, 214, 217, 219, and 221 propose translocation.) Some protected species are 
listed by name, i.e., Woundfin Chub, Desert Tortoise, Southwest Willow Flycatcher, short eared owls, Arizona toad, 
and others, while other pages have a generic call for transplantation and supplemental release of sensitive species in 
general. The presence of listed species within Washington County has had a direct impact on socioeconomic factors 
such as impact fees, limitations on population growth, and limitations on historical land use, among others. While 
Toquerville is willing to work to protect sensitive species where they naturally occur within Washington County, it 
stands resolute with Washington County and its other constituent municipalities in adamantly opposing the intro-
duction of new sensitive species under conditions that would hamper growth and prosperity within Washington 
County. [6423-19]

BLM Manual 6100 - National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) Management Manual outlines in section 
l .6(N) how wildlife and native plants are to be managed in NLCS lands, which include NCAs. That section of the 
manual emphasizes the need for BLM to work cooperatively with state fish and wildlife agencies in managing wildlife 
within the NCAs. No reference is made in the draft RMP to cooperation with state wildlife agencies in introducing 
sensitive species. 6100.1.6(N)2 requires BLM to emphasize the role of NCAs in recovery of listed species. Since both 
NCAs contain desert tortoise habitat, there is no need to introduce new species into either NCA to accomplish that 
mandate to emphasize. [6423-20]

Toquerville requests the BLM amend all language in the draft RMP that refers to transplanting or translocating 
species into Washington County so that it includes a requirement to work cooperatively with the county and local 
governments. Because of the socioeconomic impacts of protected species, the local governments should be an integral 
part of any plans to bring sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into Washington County. [6423-21]

The draft RMP should be in accordance with the policy adopted by Washington County that no non-native species 
should be introduced to any area of the county under the full protections of the BSA. There is no reason the draft 
RMP should not follow this policy as there is no applicable federal statute regulation, or policy that requires the 
introduction of non-native species into Washington County. In fact, the draft RMP repeatedly calls for elimination of 
non native species in seeding projects as part of the objective to "restore natural populations". In addition, federal law 
requires the BLM to be consistent with local plans and policies so long as the local plans and policies are not in viola-
tion of federal laws. See 43 CFR 1610.3-l (d) and 1610.4-4(e). Accordingly, Toquerville requests that the BLM amend 
the draft RMP to comply with federal law and the Washington County policy. The final RMP adopted for the NCA's 
and the SGFO should clearly state that no species that is not currently present in Washington County will be intro-
duced into the County without the express consent of the Washington County Commission. [6423-25]

Response 277: Edits made to the FEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-49, p. 213 Objectives: Since condors are scavengers (and thus eat dead animals), 
what is meant by "high quality prey base"? This statement does not seem appropriate for this species. The statement 
about riparian areas providing potential roosting sites also does not seem applicable for condors. I suggest deleting 
this entire sentence. Management Actions: Maintaining a sighting database is an administrative action that does not 

need RMP or project level planning we should be doing this now. I suggest deleting this item. Should add "Arizona 
Game and Fish Department" and "The Peregrine Fund" as partners in the condor program. I also suggest adding "and 
surrounding areas" to the end of the sentence about use of non-lead ammo. [5678-53]

Response 278: The language regarding potential reintroduction, translocation, and population augmentation of 
California Condors has been revised in the Proposed RMPs/FEIS to acknowledge current and future MOUs and 
clarify the role of federal, state, and local governments and agencies in such actions. "Allow the reintroduction, trans-
location, and population augmentation of California condors into current or historic habitats in the NCA, in coor-
dination with USFWS, UDWR, Southwest Condor Working Group, American Indian Tribes and local governments, 
subject to guidance provided by BLM’s 6840 policy and by the current Memorandum of Understanding between the 
USFWS (Regions 2, 6, 8) and Cooperators (USFWS 2015b) or future MOUs."

Associated Comments: 

I feel the deliberate introduction of the endangered California condor (or any other protected species) into the area 
will only further curtail legitimate uses of the land. There is an ample amount of suitable habitat already existing. 
[1-4]

When I was Mayor of Hurricane, Utah, the US Fish & Wildlife brought into Southern Utah the endangered Condor, 
now they are trying to set aside wide area of land for their preservation, send them back to California. [482-1]

The California condors and any other species should and can cohabitate on the same land we have already lost to the 
special needs of environmentalists. For therefore I'm strongly against it. [490-2]

Do not introduce the California condor, a trash bird to this area. They do not belong here. [2875-1]

The California condor, should stay in California since there is no such thing as the "Utah" condor. [2981-1]

We understand the need to protect our natural resources but the California Condor is not native to this area and 
should not be introduced here. Have we not seen damage done by introducing plants and animals that don''t naturally 
occur in an area? [3362-2]

Extremely against California Condors near St George. [3435-2]

Do not introduce the California Condor, it isn't indigenous to this area, it doesn't belong here. [3469-4]

The Condor program instituted at Grand Canyon Ntl.Park is by all measures successful. In the park and near by envi-
rons it is a safe place for them to grow and naturally build their population. Increasing the size of their habitat while 
a noble thought, would not be a positive mix with the human population if much beyond the park boarders. I think a 
MUCH BETTER idea is to have education of the public as to how to interact with Condors. (do's and don'ts) Taking 
more land to include into habitat or possible habitat is a very bad idea. [3585-1]

I understand condors cost over a million each by the time they are released. Still they eat all sorts of trash and. Need 
constant monitoring. Can''t stop that. Why make people angry by closing off lands, they will just shoot up deer and 
leave bullet ridden carcasses to kil birds. I just got some awesome photos of condors up close on Kolob. They have no 
fear of man, seems like a losing battle.... To pretend that closing off tracts will make a dif in the long run. The Grand 
Canyon is effectively closed to all travel, yet the birds often hang with people and you all know this, lees ferry too .. 
They have massive amounts of room to roam yet go near people. I think it's best to feed them clean feed like carcass, 
you already do that, but lands are too polluted for them to be weaned, admit it. No attempt to clean cliffs of trash at 
lees ferry? Shame. They just ate all the micro trash, actually there is sure to be a bunch more for them to find, check 
their gizzards. [3598-2]

I am opposed to the BLM's introduction of the California Condor into both NCAs. This is a direct violation of an 
agreement between Washington County and the Fish and Wildlife agency. No justification is made why this en-
dangered bird is being introduced into a non-native locale. I agree with Washington County that the BLM should 
amend all language in the RMP that refers to transplanting or translocation of the species into the County so that it 
includes a requirement to work cooperatively with the County and local governments. Because of the cost and the 
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socioeconomic impacts of protected species, local governments should have the opportunity to approve any reloca-
tion of sensitive or endangered species in their area. [3926-5]

Acknowledge the restrictions set forth in the agreement and final rule and confirm BLM's commitment to honor the 
terms and conditions of the agreement. * Amend the language of the RMP to eliminate plans to authorize the reintro-
duction, translocation, and supplemental releases of California condors. [4674-53]

Introducing sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the national conservation areas, specifically California 
Condors, which will result in more restrictions on land use. I support the survival of the protected species that 
already live in the county, but I oppose introducing new species that would thwart the future growth and economic 
development of our county. [4675-2]

Special Status Species BDWNCA Table 2-15 Special Status Bird Species Page 94 I oppose California Condor Proposal 
Adding the California Condor, Gymnogyps californianus Proposal directly effects the development of my land by in-
troducing sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the NCA. This proposal will prohibit me from developing 
my land which will have a direct impact on me financially profiting from the planned development of my property. 
This will have a direct effect on future growth and economic development. This will directly affect potential em-
ployees by eliminating any job opportunities that would be created by the development of this land if the California 
Condor Proposal is executed. By allowing this proposal to take place this will devalue my land while making it impos-
sible to resell, develop or utilize this property. [4676-2]

I propose to continue to have the NCA be designated to protect the endangered Desert Tortoise, and eliminate the 
California Condor Proposal. (Pages 102, 106, 108, 109, 219 223, 227, 229, and 230 propose transplantation while 
pages 90, 92, 94, 95, 98, 100, 209, 211, 213, 214, 217, 219, and 221 propose translocation.) [4676-3]

Adding the California Condor, Gymnogyps californianus Proposal directly effects the development of my land by in-
troducing sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the NCA. This proposal will prohibit me from developing 
my land which will have a direct impact on me financially profiting from the planned development of my property. 
This will have a direct effect on future growth and economic development. This will directly affect potential em-
ployees by eliminating any job opportunities that would be created by the development of this land if the California 
Condor Proposal is executed. By allowing this proposal to take place this will devalue my land while making it impos-
sible to resell, develop or utilize this property. I propose to continue to have the NCA be designated to protect the 
endangered Desert Tortoise, and eliminate the California Condor Proposal. (Pages 102, 106, 108, 109, 219, 223, 227, 
229, and 230 propose transplantation while pages 90, 92, 94, 95, 98, 100, 209, 211, 213, 214, 217, 219, and 221 propose 
translocation.) [4680-5]

I would oppose the introduction of the California Condor to any part of the planning area as this will certainly result 
in even more restrictions in future planning processes. [4704-10]

We do not need any more "protected species" like the California condor. We don''t care what happens to the condor. 
People have priority over condors. We do not want to emulate the state of California. [5097-1]

The California Condor is a scavenger and can travel up to 300 miles. They are prone to learning bad behavior or 
whatever it takes to get food. I lived 25 miles from the Sespe Preserve near Fillmore California. The Condors mi-
croscavenge human trash and it is often the cause of their deaths. To have a preserve near a human population is only 
a mere land grab. Thus having a reason to complain about the citizens who reside here. Read the 2007 report how at-
tempts are made to explain why the population does not thrive and connect it with human behaviors. http://www.fws.
gov/cno/es/calcondor/PDF_files/AOU-Audubon2008-Report.pdf [5212-1]

Introducing sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the NCAs under the full protections of the Endangered 
Species Act. New species will result in more restrictions on land use and will impose costs on county taxpayers. 
Specifically, the draft calls for an introduction of endangered California Condors into the Beaver Dam Wash and Red 
Cliffs NCAs and provides for the potential introduction of other species. [5679-14]

Alternatives B, C, and D of the draft RMP authorize the introduction of the endangered California condor to both 
NCAs in violation of a written agreement between Washington County and FWS. The other proposed management 
actions regarding the condor are either unnecessary or not justified in the EIS analysis. No introduction of the condor 

to the areas of the NCAs that lie west of Interstate 15 should occur unless the county and FWS agree to expand the 
experimental population boundaries. [5679-35]

California condors were released in the 1990s in Northern Arizona and are considered an experimental population 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 1OU). Throughout the process of approving the release of condors 
in Northern Arizona, Washington County commissioners were assured by the FWS that no protected condors would 
be established in Washington County outside the IOU) parameters. This assurance was then memorialized into a 
memorandum of understanding. (See Exhibit A, 1994 memorandum of understanding between US FWS and various 
counties in southern Utah and northern Arizona.) However, Alternatives B, C, and D, propose the "reintroduction, 
transplantation, and supplemental release" of California condors in the NCAs. (Draft RMP pp 94, 213.) Additionally, 
the draft RMP states that condors west of lnterstate would be "subject to the full protection of the ESA. (Id. at 392, 
507) These provisions do not honor the prior agreement regarding the experimental population. [5679-37]

Regarding establishing new range for the California condor, I do have an opinion. There is a huge amount of area in 
northern Arizona and southern Utah where there are already concerted efforts to promote the propagation of the 
condor. I would rather see an even more concerted effort in those areas. Concentrate the fiscal and staff resources 
there. If and when they are successful, I expect that the populations of condors will eventually and naturally spill over 
into adjoining regions. If they don't then perhaps it is not suitable habitat anyway. [5680-13]

I am not an expert in condor behavior, but expect that they would exhibit similar behavior over time. I recommend 
vigilance and observation of their behavior and dispersal without expending additional resources to accomplish relo-
cation and artificial dispersal. [5680-14]

Our concern over re-classification of the California Condor population in our region as "endangered" is that although 
their habitat area would be originally confined to a portion of the current RCNCA there is no language in the RMP 
preventing that protected area from expanding. Given that the California Condor ranges over one hundred and fifty 
miles the potential exists for such an expansion of habitat to be dramatic. Ifthat was to occur restrictions would be 
imposed on the expanded habitat area that would likely mirror those governing the use of existing habitat. Based on 
our earlier experience with the HCP we have every reason to believe that would prove to be problematic for Ivins 
City. Our request as a result is that Ivins City be added as a Cooperating Agency with Washington County on their 
current agreement with the BLM outlining the process under which habitat would be added with full rights of partici-
pation in the re-defining of areas to be included and policies under which they would be administered. [5901-11]

However the proposal in the BLM Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) calling for the experimental population 
to be expanded and placed under the full protection of the Endangered Species Act concerns us. Ivins City borders a 
portion of the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area (RCNCA). There are recognizable benefits that the City de-
rives from its presence. However the creation of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve under the Washington County Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP), its implementation and early management placed unreasonable barriers in the way of Ivins 
City gaining approval for and building a needed detention dam below Tuacahn Center for the Arts that had been 
provided for under the HCP. [5901-12]

it seems strange that the county would be so opposed to the condor given that there are already bird species listed as 
protected in these sensitive areas. The Southwestern willow flycatcher, Western yellow-billed cuckoo and other sensi-
tive bird species already benefit from the protections provided and that should certainly continue. I do understand 
that perhaps some restrictions on lead ammunition in the NCAs should be required due to the condor's presence, but 
given that lead ammunition has been shown to have some consequences for humans due to lead being disbursed in 
game meat, it seems a reasonable thing for the good of the birds and humans to restrict lead ammunition and educate 
the public better. [5903-21]

Given the uncertainty of future condor range and potential power line interactions in the Red Cliffs/Beaver Dam 
area, we feel that early collaboration on potential future release sites and consistency with existing utility APPs is the 
most effective. [5906-4]

In the red cliffs next to Leeds we have Golden Eagles foraging and nesting. Introducing sensitive species into the 
NCAs, like the California Condors, would impinge on our eagles food supply and result in more restrictions on land 
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use. We are doing our best in Washington County to support the survival of the protected species that already live in 
the county, but I oppose introducing new species that could affect the balance of nature that we enjoy here in Leeds. 
[5910-5]

Under "Table 2-49 Special Status Bird Species: California Condor" where it references "Environmental hazards that 
may affect California condors are reduced or eliminated" I do not understand the full ramifications of what that 
means. Also, I am confused as to whether this action is opening the door to designating more area for the bird's range 
that would add additional land restrictions in Washington County. If expanding the area that would be considered 
sensitive habitat for these birds would not be required and additional restrictions on the NCA not be required to deal 
with the birds, other than ammunition restrictions and shooting locations, then it seems a positive action to reintro-
duce. In fact this RMP statement found on page 392 (BDWNCA) seems to indicate that ESA protection would "only" 
occur while the birds were in one of the NCAs and Beaver Dam Wash seems the one that applies. [5903-20, 5923-11]

Introducing sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the NCAs. Introducing new endangered species into the 
area, specifically California Condors, will result in more restrictions on land use. The introduction of these species 
will prevent future growth and economic development. Local governments have worked with BLM to support the 
protection of the endangered species already in this area. The introduction of new species is unwarranted and will 
further hinder future growth. [5916-3]

I protest the introduction of the endangered California Condor, or any other protected species, into the area. There is 
already a large area in Utah dedicated, and virtually unusable for other uses, as habitat for this bird; [6028-2]

The introduction of the California Condor - I am very concerned about having The California Condor introduced 
to our area. These big birds are known to be dangerous because of their ferocious behavior. I have seen several you 
tube videos of the birds coming way too close to humans. I have researched and found that they are already in Zion 
National park. Why do we need to spend tax payer money to introduce them to the area? I am very concerned to 
think that this populated area of people and visitors should be having to deal with this non native bird and be scared 
to visit the places and parks that are so wonderful for us. There will be jobs lost (a few of my family members) and 
others will miss out on the beauty of the area parks because of these vicious birds from California. [6033-1]

Where would the California Condor be reintroduced [?], would it interfere with the ones now using Zion Park [near 
Kolob Reservoir] for part of the year? [6226-1]

1- Introduction of the California Condor not native to this area- The introduction of any non-native species that has 
the potential to increase federal regulations and restrict sportsman's opportunity to re-create and unless the BLM can 
guarantee that no opportunity will be lost and no new regulation would be imposed, SFW would adamantly object. 
[6230-2]

Table 2-49 Special Status Bird Species: California Condor" references "Environmental hazards that may affect 
California condors are reduced or eliminated." The full ramifications of what that means is not clear to me, and I'm 
not clear about whether this action is opening the door to designating more area for the bird's range that would add 
additional land restrictions in Washington County. If expanding the area that would be considered sensitive habitat 
for these birds would not be required and additional restrictions on the NCA not be required to deal with the birds, 
other than ammunition restrictions and shooting locations, then it seems a positive action to reintroduce. This RMP 
statement from page 392 (BDWNCA) seems to indicate that ESA protection would "only" occur while the birds were 
in one of the NCAs and Beaver Dam Wash seems the one that applies. [6286-14]

I read that there is talk about release site for the condors in Red Cliffs and Beaver Dam. I hope you have a plan for 
the lead issue is all I have to say. I have been a field tech for condor programs in the past and there is so much money 
spent being reactive to the lead issue, spend some money and time eliminating lead somehow and that will yield bet-
ter results. [6288-1]

It sounds like people may loose their home if Condors nest near by: what's the data, we have been restoring the 
Condor population for years without public complaint or incident. [6297-3]

The introduction of sensitive, threatened, or endangered species into the NCAs under the full protections of the 
Endangered Species Act. This will result in more restrictions on land use and can only reasonably be expected to 

impose costs on the City's taxpayers. Specifically, the draft RMP calls for an introduction of endangered California 
Condors into the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCAs. [6423-8]

Page 392 of the draft RMP explains that California Condors were released in the 1990s in Northern Arizona and 
are considered an experimental population under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 1OU). Throughout the 
process of approving the release of condors in Northern Arizona, Toquerville relied upon the assurances given to 
Washington County by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that no protected condors would be 
established in Washington County outside the 1OU) parameters. Toquerville would have supported the County's ag-
gressive opposition of the release had such promises not been made. [6423-22]

In direct violation of the assurances made in the 1990s, page 94 of the draft RMP proposes, in Alternatives B, C, and 
D, the "reintroduction, transplantation, and supplemental release" of California Condors in the Beaver Dam Wash 
NCA, and page 213 contains identical language relating to the Red Cliffs NCA. No mention is made of the previous 
agreements between Washington County and the USFWS, nor is any mention made of a consultation between the 
USFWS and the local BLM on the need for any reintroduction, transplantation, or supplemental release. Consultation 
with USFWS should have been one of the first steps taken in deciding whether any authorization should be made 
regarding condors or any other protected species. [6423-23]

According to USFWS maps, the California Condor is not a native species to the area. The historical condor habitat 
map available on a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service webpage show no condor habitat in either NCA. Indeed, all of the 
habitat is in California, Oregon, Washington, and the Baja Peninsula. Consequently, the term "reintroduction" is used 
in error because it is based on the false premise that California Condors used to reside in the Beaver Dam Wash and 
Red Cliffs NCAs. [6423-24]

California Condor and other sensitive species. Alternatives B, C, and D authorize the introduction of the endangered 
California Condor into both NCA's which is direct violation of an agreement between Washington County and the 
Fish and Wildlife agency. No justification is made why this endangered bird is being introduced into a non-native 
locale. This constitutes another possible restriction piled on the area with all the other endangered and threatened 
species that are already here. The City agrees with Washington County that the BLM should amend all language in 
the RMP that refers to transplanting or translocation of the species into the County so that it includes a requirement 
to work cooperatively with the County and local governments. Because of the cost and the socioeconomic impacts of 
protected species, local governments should have to approve any relocation of sensitive or endangered species in their 
area. [6424-9]

We do support the reintroduction of the endangered California Condor and maintaining grazing restrictions, the lat-
ter of which should not be given a priority over other environmentally-sensitive issues. [6447-2]

I don't know what boxes this fits in but I am strongly opposed to invading our area with the condors. We have plenty 
of govt restrictions now without opeing the door to a lot of possible "can of worms" regulations to burden our free-
doms. Lets keep the condors out! [6480-5]

The agreement executed in 1997 by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and county and local governments for the 
California Condor experimental population area in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah, negotiated with the sup-
port of BLM, provides that condors would not change in legal status from a 10(j) nonessential experimental popula-
tion and any such change would result in the removal of condors. The final plans should acknowledge, honor and 
abide by the agreement. [6486-61]

The agreement was entered into in good faith and should govern the California Condors in Utah as "non-essential 
experimental" which means not protected under the Endangered Species Act. Their historic range never went beyond 
California. Alternative A, no action, should be honored with respect to the California Condor. Table 2-15 and Table 
2-49 [6486-62]

Response 279: The Red Cliffs NCA has a large population living right next door, plus it has a large amount of tour-
ism. The BLM has to accommodate the expected visitation, as stated in OPLMA; recreation use is one of the values 
for which the NCA was designated. That makes infrastructure development a design issue, not an allocation and 
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enforcement issue. The intent is to plan for increased future use. This would be accomplished by building a world-
class non-motorized trail system that provides visitors with the recreational experiences they are seeking, while 
preserving the natural environment for tortoise and wildlife protection. 

Associated Comments: 

With ever-increasing recreation use in this NCA, I am concerned about how BLM plans to handle recreation-related 
impacts on the Mojave desert tortoise population. I feel there should be greater understanding of how recreation af-
fects tortoises and other wildlife as well as native vegetation, and management approaches designed and implemented 
based on such information. I hope the final EIS will contain stronger "teeth" that will help determine how/when 
recreation activities should be altered or trails closed in order to balance the quality of other resources in the NCA. I 
realize, too, that such specific guidance may be more effectively handled within the Travel Management Plan [6283-2]

Response 280: The BLM, as an agency, does not conduct predator control—the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), Animal Damage Control (ADC) program works with the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) and the Utah Department of Agriculture (UDA) to conduct Predator 
Control in Utah. The management actions in the DEIS under several sections regarding predator control are to 
"Collaborate with USFWS, UDWR, and appropriate United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) agencies on 
predator control". The BLM is not proposing to undertake predator control, rather the proposed management actions 
outline that the BLM will coordinate and collaborate with appropriate agencies to address the issue.

Associated Comments: 

Section No./Title Page No. Table No. Comment Spec. Status Wildlife 209, 2-47 The language on predator control is 
too restrictive. Predation may be low at present, but the burden of proof required to "measurably impact the recovery 
of viable desert tortoise populations" could be so high that that by the time managers get permission to eliminate the 
offending predators significant damage is already done to the tortoise population. Raven and coyote predation can be 
fairly significant and occur in short period of time when the conditions are just right and the predators become ac-
customed to eating tortoises. BLM needs options to remove predators quickly and efficiently when the problem is first 
detected, before it's too late. [5679-174]

Spec. Status Species Desert Tortoise 95 2-16 Predator control is a state responsibility. BLM does not have a role. The 
only predator control plan that BLM needs to develop is: assist Utah DWR as requested. [5679-147, 5679-177]

Response 281: Though many tortoises were historically brought into southern Utah, they are a natural part of the 
Mojave Desert that extends into Washington County. Tortoise petroglyphs and fossils in Washington County docu-
ment their long presence here. 

Associated Comments: 

The introduction of endangered species will serve to close access to our beautiful land. Just like the desert turtle 
which is not native to this area but introduced and now it adds several thousand dollars to every house built in our 
county. [362-2]

We see where you are seeking input by 15 Oct 2015 regarding land use in the St. George area. My wife and I are lovers 
of nature, like most people who move to St. George; however, we think some people go overboard on trying to pre-
serve the land so hard that they lose their perspective. The Desert Tortoise is one example. As we understand it, the 
tortoise wasn't even native to this area, but was brought in from the Nevada desert. Don't get us wrong. We like the 
idea of preserving it, but most people we talk to think the effort to preserve it doesn't outweigh the need for common 
sense development of the land involved. [6058-1]

Response 282: Desert tortoises are a natural part of the Mojave Desert that extends into Washington County. Tortoise 
petroglyphs and fossils in Washington County document their long presence here (e.g., > 10,000 year old fossil 

record) prior to your stated period of "400 years of grazing". Therefore, grazing within the last 400 years did not pro-
duce the environment needed to sustain and maintain the desert tortoise. 

Associated Comments: 

One of the stated goals of the NCA in this document is to protect and enhance habitat for the Desert Tortoise. This 
was not an outspoken or major purpose of this Act at the time of its creation and it should have been better addressed 
by BLM up front during that process so local residents and their elected officials could of had more knowledge and 
input at the time. Placing this into the Alternatives at this juncture in the NCA planning we believe to be a pre-med-
itated attempt to further restrict and prohibit multiple uses of the area. Especially since the species was already listed 
during the Act's creation and BLM didn't address it. That being said, we believe that livestock grazing is not only 
compatible but that more than 400 years of grazing produced the environment needed to sustain and maintain the 
Desert Tortoise. Studies on this subject are available. Below our comments and in fact a part of this comment by its 
inclusion is one of the foremost studies, "the Vernon Bostick Study" that collected not only historic information but 
uses research based on many generations of studies on the ground. [5915-12]

Response 283: There is no evidence to suggest that the existing non-motorized trail system has resulted in the remov-
al of tortoises from the NCA. Livestock grazing does not occur within the NCA, so comparing it to equestrian use is 
misleading. While it is true that equestrian use can be as damaging as livestock grazing, the Upland Zone has been 
identified as having poor tortoise habitat which is why cross-country travel by all non-motorized users is allowed. 
Monitoring includes all non-motorized impacts.

Associated Comments: 

Trails through prime habitat have resulted in people finding and taking tortoises out of the NCA. With Zone 4, 
Upland Zone, getting higher densities of tortoises, according to reports from the Habitat Conservancy Technical 
Committee (April 12, 2013), stricter guidelines for public use should be considered. Since currently hiking and eques-
trian are allowed anywhere in the Upland Zone, also known as "primitive," but only hiking is included in the "human 
impact monitoring," equestrian activities should also be monitored. It is not right to ask ranchers to cut their grazing 
and not include equestrians in that, too, in my opinion. Horses do damage just as cattle do although with riders who 
can control their routes, that is much easier to manage. [5903-6]

Response 284: The following language has been modified in Chapter 4 Section 4.34.2.7, top of page 789 of the DEIS 
(see Appendix E of the FEIS): "Data collected by UDWR indicate that areas within the corridor that are below 1,200 
meters in elevation and have less than 45 degree of slope support average adult tortoise population densities of 16.5 
tortoises/km2 (UDWR 2011). Estimates of adult tortoise numbers (excluding juveniles, immatures, and subadults) in 
this area would range from 158 to 208 tortoises that could be impacted by developments or construction within the 
proposed utility and transportation corridor, although this number could be substantially higher."

Associated Comments: 

Special Status Species for RCNCA Section 4.34.2.7 Page 788: According to the publication cited (UDWR 2011), the 
densities reported are of adult tortoises only, hence, estimates of tortoise abundance include only adult tortoises. 
The number of tortoises that could be impacted by developments or construction within the proposed utility and 
transportation corridor would be at least twice as high if young tortoises (juveniles, immatures, and subadults) were 
included in the estimate. [6289-5]

4. 34.2.7 Page # 788 According to the publication cited (UDWR 2011), the densities reported are of adult tortoises 
only, hence, estimates of tortoise abundance include just adult tortoises. The number of tortoises that could be im-
pacted by developments or construction within the proposed utility and transportation corridor would be at least 
twice as high if young tortoises (Juveniles, immatures, and subadults) were included in the estimate. [6295-3]

Section # comment refers to: 4.34.2.7 Page # 788. According to the publication cited (UDWR 20 1 1), the densities 
reported are of adult tortoises only, hence, estimates of tortoise abundance include just adult tortoises. The number 
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of tortoises that could be impacted by developments or construction within the proposed utility and transportation 
corridor would be at least twice as high if young tortoises Juveniles, immatures and sub adults) were included in the 
estimate. [6439-4]

Response 285: Due to appreciable declines in desert tortoise populations across their range, in conjunction with 
multi-faceted interacting threats, the USFWS Desert Tortoise Recovery Office and Science Advisory Committee see 
the need for population augmentation (i.e., translocation) as a valuable tool for conservation of the species (USFWS 
2011). Translocations can be used to minimize direct impacts to tortoises, augment natural population, or to repatri-
ate otherwise suitable areas that have experienced local extirpations and assist in recovery (USFWS 2004, USFWS 
2011, Nussear et al. 2012). Recent research on translocation in Nevada and Utah indicated that translocated tortoises 
had similar levels of mortality compared to resident tortoises, and that translocated females produced similar num-
bers of eggs compared to resident females (Nussear et al. 2012). Furthermore, there appeared to be no adverse effects 
on the resident populations into which tortoises were translocated as measured by survivorship, reproductive out-
put, and movement patterns of residents (Nussear et al. 2012). As per USFWS (2011), prior to any human-facilitated 
movement of tortoises (translocation), tortoises must undergo a health assessment that includes disease screening 
as described in the most recent guidance issued by the USFWS (e.g., Hudson et al. 2009, USFWS 2012). Within 
Washington County, Utah, wild “take” tortoises are housed at a temporary care facility and those who test negative for 
upper respiratory tract disease (URTD), are marked with a Passive Integrated Transponder (PIT) tag and translocated 
within the Red Cliffs NCA (e.g., Zone 4, Babylon area). Captive/pet tortoises are not candidates for translocation. 
Data from tortoise population monitoring within the Red Cliffs NCA (including Zone 4, Babylon area; e.g., McLuckie 
et al. 2010, 2013) is used to determine the effectiveness of translocations which could be discontinued if found to be 
ineffective or counterproductive.

The following supporting information citations have been added to the FEIS:

Hudson, P., K. Berry, C.R. Tracy, E. McCoy, K. Ralls, J.M. Reed, and R. Steidl (Desert Tortoise Science Advisory 
Committee). 2009. Understanding disease in desert tortoise populations: a brief summary of knowledge and rec-
ommendations pertinent to conservation. A white paper presented to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

USFWS. 2004. Biological opinion for the proposed addition of maneuver training lands at Fort Irwin, California 
(BO# 1-8-03-F-48). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Ventura, California.

USFWS 2013b. Health Assessment Procedures for the Mojave Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii): A Handbook 
Pertinent to Translocation. Desert Tortoise Recovery Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Reno, Nevada: https://
www.fws.gov/nevada/desert_tortoise/documents/reports/2013/assess/May2013-Desert-tortoise-health-eval-
handbook.pdf

Nussear, K.E., C.R. Tracy, P.A. Medica, D.S. Wilson, R.W. Marlow, and P.S. Corn. 2012. Translocation as a 
Conservation Tool for Agassiz’s Desert Tortoises: Survivorship, Reproduction, and Movements. Journal of 
Wildlife Management 76(7):1341-1353.

Associated Comments: 

There are numerous places throughout the Draft RMPs where BLM proposes to "Authorize the reintroduction, trans-
location, and population augmentation of special status species [including desert tortoise] populations into current 
or historic habitats in the NCA, in coordination with USFWS and UDWR, to assist recovery and delisting of threat-
ened or endangered species and preclude the need to list other at-risk species" (Page 90, Section 2.3.1). Invariably the 
analyses throughout the document refer to the advantages of manipulating wild populations without describing either 
the difficulty of executing these projects properly or the associated risks. As given in the comment table below, there 
are numerous places where the final document must identify and discuss risks associated with manipulating wild 
populations of tortoises and clearly define how such manipulations will be funded including the monitoring required 
to assure success. [6287-3]

The Council opposes the translocation, relocation, and augmentation of tortoises for the following reasons. Number 
1: Where have we seen a successful reintroduction program with the desert tortoise? Number 2: Where is the 

information that the tortoises (both resident and introduced or translocated) will be tested for known and potentially 
new, unidentified and infectious diseases? Number 3: Where is the information that the release areas can support 
more tortoises in the form of introductions or so-called augmentations? We are seeing deteriorated habitats in the 
management areas from new and recurring fires, from invasive plants, loss of key food plants, climate warming, etc. 
In such areas, including the NCAs, augmentations are inappropriate without substantive published research work 
showing it will benefit the tortoises. [6287-4]

10 90 2.3.1 2-13 With regards to the following prescription common to all but the No Action Alternative, "Authorize 
the reintroduction, translocation, and population augmentation of special status species populations into current or 
historic habitats in the NCA, in coordination with USFWS and UDWR, to assist recovery and delisting of threatened 
or endangered species and preclude the need to list other at-risk species," the Council believes strongly that experts 
must assess the efficacy of tortoise translocations implemented in southern Nevada and in the central Mojave Desert, 
California, before any similar population manipulations occur within either of these NCAs. Unless there is docu-
mented high survival with these recent mass-translocation efforts, the Council contends that BLM should not imple-
ment similar population manipulation in these two NCAs. [6287-21]

11 90 2.3.1 2-13 We understand that wild tortoises displaced from private lands authorized by the Washington 
County HCP have already been introduced into the Red Cliffs NCA; however there is no analysis of the success or 
failure of these introductions in the draft document. BLM must report on the efficacy of these previous introductions 
before authorizing additional reintroduction, translocation, or population augmentation of tortoises in the NCAs. 
Furthermore, we understand that clinical signs of infectious disease (mycoplasmosis) have been observed in some 
tortoises in these areas. [6287-22]

12 90 2.3.1 2-13 With regards to Comment #10 above, we understand that the mass translocations of captive-pet 
tortoises and displaced wild tortoises throughout southern Nevada, including critical habitats, were in response to 
the closure of the Desert Tortoise Conservation Center in Las Vegas, Nevada. We are not aware of any such similar 
situation in Utah, nor do we think that tortoises displaced from large projects, such as some solar projects, should 
be placed into either of these NCAs. The Council strongly opposed the releases of pet tortoises in Nevada and would 
continue to oppose the release and introduction, especially of captive tortoises, into critical habitats in Utah. We 
request that the Preferred Alternative be changed to reflect that no mass translocations of tortoises would occur in 
the NCAs until recent actions in southern Nevada are fully analyzed and demonstrate beneficial results supporting 
recovery of the tortoise. [6287-23]

19 659 4.10 In the following description, "Alternatives B, C, and D include other management actions to benefit 
desert tortoise and other special status species, including the potential to authorize population augmentations, trans-
locations, and predator control. Tortoise population augmentation and translocation of desert tortoises to the NCA, 
coupled with disease and genetic screening, could help to re-establish tortoise density and genetic variability, better 
ensuring reproductive success, a major benefit, with no adverse impacts," there is no discussion about the potential 
adverse impacts of translocating tortoises into the NCAs. The Council believes that translocations may introduce 
diseased tortoises into otherwise healthy populations; affect carrying capacities of host populations in potentially 
deleterious ways; introduce tortoises whose genetics and points of origin are not known; overload the carrying capac-
ity of a damaged habitat deteriorated from fire and invasive plants, etc. As written, in numerous places, translocation, 
augmentation, and population manipulation are touted as positive approaches to tortoise management without any 
consideration or discussion of the downsides. The deleterious effects of introducing tortoises into the NCAs are miss-
ing from the draft document and should be expanded upon in the final. [6287-30]

Response 286: As per the Revised Recovery Plan for the Mojave Population of the Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agas-
sizii; USFWS 2011), sustainable desert tortoise populations are those that are increasing (i.e., λ > 1) over at least 25 
years (a single tortoise generation), as measured by: a) extensive, range-wide monitoring across tortoise conservation 
areas within each recovery unit, and b) direct monitoring and estimation of vital rates (recruitment, survival) from 
demographic study areas within each recovery unit. Based on the 25-year horizon of the recovery criteria in the 1994 
Recovery Plan (USFWS 1994), a long-term monitoring program for the desert tortoise was implemented in 2001 
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(1999 in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit [i.e., Red Cliffs Desert Reserve]; McLuckie et al. 2002). This program 
was the first comprehensive effort undertaken to estimate densities across the range of the listed population and 
continues today. The monitoring strategy uses annual range-wide surveys on line distance transects, with effort levels 
designed to detect long-term population trends. The recovery criteria emphasize monitoring trends over a period 
of at least 25 years, versus a recovery target population size compared to a historical "baseline", because there are no 
historic data on landscape-level population numbers to make such a comparison.

Associated Comments: 

TARGET POPULATIONS with definite numbers should be established for all sensitive, threatened or endangered 
species. SINCE IT HAS NOW BEEN 39 YEARS SINCE THE ENDANGERED SPECIE ACT, and documented studies 
have been concluded, SUSTAINABLE POPULATIONS should be defined. [4684-9]

Response 287: Disease risks are considered when translocating and managing Bighorn sheep populations which are 
coordinated with the UDWR and BLM. 

Associated Comments: 

Disease transmission from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep is responsible for the decline of many bighorn sheep 
populations (George et al., 20089; Lawrence et al., 201010; Wehausen et al., 201111). However, domestic cattle also 
pose a health risk to bighorn sheep through transmission of fatal or debilitating infectious disease. For example, 
Wolfe et al., 201012 documented a bighorn sheep die-off in southern Colorado from a Pasteurellaceae strain that 
likely originated from cattle sharing their habitat. Earlier publications have implicated potential transmission of blue-
tongue and other pathogens from cattle to bighorn sheep (cf. Robinson et al., 196713; Castro et al., 198914). Drew 
et al., (201415) found that 5 (28%) of 18 bighorn sheep with domestic ruminant contact had evidence of pneumonia 
at necropsy, one after contact with cattle and 4 after contact with domestic sheep. Thus, it appears that while the risk 
of transmission of Pasteurellacae from domestic sheep is greater than from cattle, there are still quantifiable risks of 
disease transmittal from cattle to bighorn sheep. [3928-11]

Response 288: Any future data collection efforts would be coordinated with the USFWS.

Associated Comments: 

Regarding the other proposed management actions, there is no need to maintain a database because FWS already 
tracks all of the condors in the area. [5679-38]

Response 289: The following wildlife species have been added to Table 4-17, Type of Nonmarket Values Associated 
with the BDWNCA; page 726 of the DEIS (See Appendix E of the FEIS) : golden eagle, peregrine falcon, gambel's 
quail, mule deer, mountain lion, bobcat, kit fox, coyote, jackrabbit, cottontail rabbit, mojave rattlesnake, and side-
winder rattlesnake.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-19, p. 102 Don't golden eagles also occur in the NCA? [5678-15]

Response 290: Chapter 3 Affected Environment provides the information the commenter is requesting for each NCA 
and ACEC (see Sections 3.11, 3.33, and 3.45).

Associated Comments: 

The Draft provides a list of BLM Sensitive Plants (3.45.3.1 Draft at ) and Animals (3.45.3.2 Draft at). Please indicate in 
the EIS whether each of them occurs in an ACEC, NCA, or other protected area. [5928-44]

Response 291: The Draft RMPs do not propose to introduce any non-native species.

Associated Comments: 

I am highly concerned that introducing non-native species to this region that have no historical record of inhabiting 
this region is an ecological pitfall. BLM should prove viability of ambitious projects that could alter ecosystems and 
current food chains. [412-1]

Species not native to the county should not be designated or introduced [6486-68]

Response 292: Enforcement of the requirements of law, regulation, and land use plans is outside the scope of the 
DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

We have plans in effect now that are supposed to be protecting our critical plants, fish and antiquities and yet ev-
ery time I go out on the Ranger Bart trail I am sickened by the OAV/ATV tracks running right over our precious 
Holmgren Milkvetch, Bear paw poppies and right up (and over) the reparian area of the Virgin River risking the 
critical habitat of the Virgin River Chubb (among others). These are only a couple of examples of things that make me 
think that we need even tighter restrictions for protection and expansion, lest we risk losing all of our precious spe-
cies. [5902-2]

Response 293: The references to the HCP requested by the commenter have been added to the Special Status Species 
and Lands and Realty sections of the Red Cliffs NCA Proposed RMP.

Associated Comments: 

Section No./Title Page No. Table No. Comment Lands and Realty 279 2-68 Reword the management actions for land 
tenure adjustments to place the proper emphasis on obtaining private and state inholding in the NCA as agreed to in 
the HCP. [5679-186] 

Special Status Desert Tortoise 2142-50 Only Alternative A states that the BLM "will manage public lands to meet the 
goals and objectives of recovery plans, conservation agreements and strategies, approved activity level plans, and the 
Washington County HCP Implementation Agreement ..." A similar statement should be made for the other alterna-
tives so the BLM management plans conform to the HCP. [5679-176] 

Special Status Wildlife Species 89 and 214 2-13 Include the language from Alternative A in Alternatives B, C, and D 
about honoring the HCP agreement and managing collaboratively. [5679-146] 

Response 294: The references to the HCP requested by the commenter have been added to the Special Status Species 
and Lands and Realty sections of the Red Cliffs NCA Proposed RMP. The language regarding California Condors has 
been modified in the Proposed RMP.

Associated Comments: 

Directly violates Washington County Policy. County policy also requires that economic impacts be considered when 
changes are made to the management of protected species, and no such analysis provided in the draft plans. The draft 
RMP violates contractual agreements with Washington County. The provisions of the county's Habitat Conservation 
Plan ("HCP")-a document approved by BLM-are not followed regarding water and utility developments and BLM's 
commitment to acquire specific private and school trust lands property within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. 
Additionally, the proposed introduction of California condors into the NCAs would violate an agreement between 
the county and FWS. [5679-4]-

Response 295: The impacts analysis for Alternative D Lands and Realty actions on Special Status Species addresses 
the issues pointed out by the commenter (see pages 788-790 of the DEIS). The impact analysis contained in the 
DEIS is sufficient for a land use planning document. The purpose of the DEIS is not to analyze the effectiveness of 
the HCP. The Records of Decision for this planning effort will include the Biological Opinions of the USWFS on the 
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management actions and land use allocations. Any future ROW developments would require land use plan confor-
mance and a site specific NEPA analysis.

Associated Comments: 

We note that the function of the Washington County HCP is described in three paragraphs on page 512. Missing 
from these descriptions is the amount and location of private lands comprising occupied tortoise habitats that have 
been developed outside the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve under authority of the HCP. How much private land has been 
acquired within the Reserve to offset this impact and where is it located? The draft RMP indicates on Page 11 that the 
HCP authorized the development of approximately 12,264 acres of non-federal lands in critical habitat and the loss 
of 1,169 tortoises, but the actual acreages and numbers of tortoises affected to date are not given in the document. 
This information is important in determining how the function of the Washington County HCP would be affected by 
the various alternatives, and particularly with regards to developing a highway through the HCP-designated, Reserve 
conservation lands. The Council contends that the function of the HCP may be impaired and undermined if a high-
way is constructed through conservation lands purchased under this HCP agreement [6287-5]

BLM needs to divulge information about how the fires (since the 1990 federal listing) have damaged habitat, injured 
and killed tortoises, and affected the efficacy of the Washington County HCP. Then the BLM needs to analyze how 
construction of the new utility and transportation corridor would affect acquired lands and conserved tortoises; and 
how previous agreements under the Washington County HCP may be undermined by construction of this highway. 
These analyses are currently lacking from the draft document, which is deficient in this respect, and should be rem-
edied in the final document. There are general statements in Section 4.34.4, but the Cumulative Effects Analysis fails 
to provide the level of detail requested above. [6287-9]

17 512 3.33.2.5 We note that the function of the Washington County HCP is described in three paragraphs on page 
512. Missing from these descriptions is the amount and location of private lands comprising occupied tortoise 
habitats that have been developed outside the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve under authority of the HCP; and, how much 
private land has been acquired within the Reserve to offset this impact and where is it located. This information is 
important in determining how the function of the Washington County HCP would be affected by the various alter-
natives, and particularly with regards to developing the Northern Corridor through these HCP conservation lands. 
The Council contends that the function of the HCP would be impaired and undermined if a highway is constructed 
through conservation lands [6287-28]

8 507 3.33.2.5 The general discussion of the desert tortoise given in Section 3.33.2.5 is not sufficiently detailed to re-
veal how various alternatives would affect the desert tortoise or critical habitat. Most importantly, it does not show the 
relationship between a highway constructed through the Red Cliffs NCA and tortoise critical habitat or the relative 
densities of tortoises that would be affected by this proposed highway. We ask that the final document provide a single 
map that shows the Northern Corridor, tortoise critical habitat, and estimated tortoise densities. [6287-29

Response 296: Changing the OHV area designation of the Goldstrike area from "Open" to "Limited" would not 
change existing access nor would it limit recreation opportunities. Areas designated as “open” are intended for inten-
sive cross-country OHV use and any type of vehicle is permitted at all times, anywhere in the area. Because unregu-
lated cross-country use is allowed, open areas are limited to a size that can be effectively managed and geographically 
identified to offer a quality OHV opportunity for participants. BLM Handbook H-8342, Travel and Transportation 
Management, states: Expansive open areas allowing cross-country travel, without a corresponding and identified user 
need or demand, will not be designated in RMP revisions or new travel management plans. This means there are two 
criteria for open areas: 1) The terrain must be conducive to cross-country travel; and 2) There must be a user demand. 
The Goldstrike area meets neither of these criteria. The terrain around Goldstrike is steep, heavily vegetated, and is 
not conducive to cross-country travel. In fact, cross-country travel is quite difficult in this area. In 2015, traffic counts 
in the Goldstrike area totaled less than 4,000 annual visits. This is a very low number, particularly when compared to 
the Sand Mountain Open OHV Area, which had 120,000 visits in 2015. The roads and trails in the Goldstrike area 
would still available for OHV use, but cross-country travel would not be allowed.

Associated Comments: 

Most ATV users (including me) ride on existing roads and trails. However, I don't favor eliminating the open ATV 
ride area in and around the Mineral Mountain and Gold Strike areas. Most of the area just isn't a safe or desirable 
place to ride off-trail. [1-2]

The elimination of the county's largest open ATV ride area, in and around the Mineral Mountain and Gold Strike ar-
eas and in its place a new 87,000 acre multi-species management area that will limit access and could potentially limit 
mining, hunting, grazing, and OHV use [125-1]

Designating a multispecies wildlife corridor and removing the "open" motorized vehicle designation in the protected 
area. Answer: Where is any evidence that "Open Motorized Vehicle designation" has been detrimental to this land, 
beyond normal and minimal use that it now receives. There has been mining and recreating in this area for ever, and I 
have not heard or seen of any illegal activity resulting in citing or arresting anybody harming the land. [3929-2]

BLM should adopt the change in motorized designation from "open" to "limited" within the Bull Valley Mountains 
Multispecies Management Area as proposed in both Alternative B and C. As clearly stated by BLM, and consistent 
with the BLM National Strategy for Motorized OHV Use on Public Lands, "the mountainous terrain, deeply incised 
drainages, and heavily-forested slopes do not allow for safe and unregulated cross-country travel bay all types of 
vehicles." EIS, 588. [4678-17]

BLM should change the existing "open" motorized areas within the Bull Valley Mountains Multispecies Management 
Area to "limited to designated routes and trails" (86,7254 acres) and "closed" (307 acres). In developing a future travel 
management plan within this area, BLM must apply the "minimization criteria" as set out in 43 C.F.R. 8342.1 and 
Executive Order 11644 (February 8, 1972). Any trail designations should also be based on best scientific recommen-
dations for trail density as it relates to protection of wildlife, generally stated as less than one mile of motorized route 
or trail per square mile of habitat. [4678-31]

The elimination of 45,849 acres of OHV open riding area in the Bull Valley Mountains is unjustified. This area is well 
suited for an open riding classification because of its steep mountain character which should not be criteria to close 
it as stated on page 325 of the document. Now OHV enthusiasts can travel to viewpoints, park in wash bottoms, have 
lunch on gravel benches and explore mine disturbances without the mandate of staying on designated roads or trails. 
Such activity does not result in environmental harm. This is only one of two open riding areas administered by the 
SGFO. Don't close it! [5919-1]

A large designated open ride area (87,000 acres) is converted in Alternatives B, C, & D to the Bull Mountain Multi 
Species Management Area. There are no known protected species in this area, and it is the largest open ride area in 
the county. [6422-8]

Response 297: Appendix E of the DEIS details the evaluation of each proposed ACEC and documents the BLM's 
determination of relevance and importance.

Associated Comments: 

we are unclear as to why BVMMSMA failed to meet those criteria. For example, BLM has designated at least one 
Wildlife Corridor ACEC whose relevance and importance appears quite similar to Bull Valley Mountains. Trappers 
Point ACEC (Path of Pronghorn)-Pinedale Field Office (Wyoming), whose primary management goal is to "Preserve 
the viability of the big game migration bottleneck, cultural and historic resources, and important livestock trailing 
use" (BLM 2008:2.54). The ACEC includes additional Wildlife and Fish Habitat Management Goals: * Maintain or en-
hance aquatic and wildlife habitat. * Maintain functioning big game habitats and migration corridors that allow free 
movement and use of habitats. (BLM 2008: 2-45). A second designated ACEC, Centennial Mountains ACEC-Dillon 
Field Office (Montana), protects habitat for grizzly bear, lynx and wolf; wildlife migration and dispersal corridors. It 
also offers outstanding scenic and affords the only known occurrence in Montana of Whipple's beardtongue (BLM 
2006:21). While Centennial Mountains ACEC includes populations of species listed under the Endangered Species 
Act as well as migration and dispersal corridors for other wildlife, Trappers Point ACEC protects migration routes for 
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wildlife not listed, particularly pronghorn. We strongly urge the St. George Field Office to reconsider ACEC designa-
tion for the BVMMSMA.[4679-16]

Response 298: In the Draft Amendment and Draft EIS, the BLM considered and analyzed a range of alternatives 
to manage an approximately 87,031 acre area of public lands, identified as the Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species 
Management Area (refer to Table 2-71 of the Draft EIS), as a priority biological conservation area, as mandated by 
OPLMA at section 1979. Following a review of the public comments on the DEIS, further coordination with the 
Cooperating Agencies, and further review of the potential threats to the biological values, the BLM has determined 
that no new goals, objectives, or management actions are needed to protect migration corridors for mule deer, preda-
tors, and other wildlife on the public lands in this area. In the Proposed Amendment and Final EIS the Bull Valley 
Mountains Multi-Species Management Area will not be identified as a priority biological conservation area for special 
management.

Associated Comments: 

I feel putting in a new 87,000 acre multi-species management area that will limit access and could potentially limit 
mining, hunting, grazing, and OHV use is needed or wanted. There's still gold ore up there! [1-3]

Designate the Bull Valley Mountains Multi-species Management Area and remove the "open" motorized vehicle des-
ignation within the area. [494-4]

Virtually no rationale is applied for the selection of the area and purposes of the proposed Multi-Species Management 
Area of about 87,000 acres, a significant area that apparently will not be managed for traditional multiple use and sus-
tained yield as required by FLPMA. The cursory description of the need for such a vast area does not rise to the level 
of analysis required for this action. This omission of analysis is particularly troublesome because BLM acknowledges 
that the area does not have substantial significance and value required to meet the standards of an ACEC. Executive 
Summary, p. viii. There is not adequate justification for restrictions on such considerable acreage surrounding exist-
ing economic uses. There is no basis provided in the plan to explain why these 87,000 acres cannot be managed under 
BLM's normal implementation decisions and site-specific analyses and no justification for creating this vast area with 
such scanty analysis. Recommendat ions * The multi-species conservation area should be eliminated or significantly 
reduced in size if it is possible to justify any area at all with the data at hand. * The values referenced in support of the 
creation of the multi-species management area should be addressed through implementation decisions, not alloca-
tion decisions * Protections for the values attributed to the multi-species conservation area should be removed and 
considered during site-specific analysis of future proposals. [4674-50]

Designation of the 87,000-acre Bull Valley Mountain Multi-Species Management Unit in western Washington County 
in what is currently an open ride area and an active mineral extraction area. The 2009 lands bill, OPLMA, was sup-
posed to have settled land designations and eliminated the various layers of confusing bureaucratic designations. I 
want the land to be open for a broad range of recreational users. [4675-3]

We support the establishment of the 87,031-acre Bull Valley Mountains Multispecies Management Area and BLM's 
proposal to manage the area "to conserve priority biological habitats and protect migration routes for mule deer, other 
big game and wildlife, and predators." DEIS, 881. That said, BLM has not provided sufficient information as to why 
the area does not meet the relevance and importance criteria necessary for ACEC designation. SUWA encourages 
BLM to manage this important wildlife corridor as an ACEC. [4678-29]

Our expectation is that management decisions affecting BVMMSMA will prioritize the protection of habitats and 
migration corridors for mule deer, other wildlife, and associated predators, through limitations on land use autho-
rizations, such as leases for renewable energy and fluid minerals and the development of new right of ways (ROWs) 
(BLM 2015:883; Section 4-49.3). We also urge the agency to withdraw the BVMMSMA from location and entry 
under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights. [4679-13]

We recommend management of the BVMMSMA follow these proposed public land protection objectives and goals: * 
Retain public land in federal ownership allowing for the protective management of crucial habitat and movement cor-
ridors for mule deer, other big game, and other wildlife, such as carnivores. * Allow for the acquisition of non-federal 

lands within the management area through purchase from willing sellers, exchange, transfer or donation. Acquired 
lands are to be managed consistent with the management prescriptions of adjacent public lands, augmenting pro-
tection of additional acreage of crucial habitats for wildlife and their migration, movement and dispersal corridors 
(modified from BLM 2015d:881; Section 4-49.2.1). [4679-18]

We recommend management of the BVMMSMA follow these proposed ROWs objectives and goals: * Establish 
management area as an exclusion area for large-scale utility transmission and energy development and exploration. 
Preclude the granting of new Right-of-Ways (ROWS) for energy development that would negatively impact wildlife 
habitat and connectivity. Impact to be avoided by new access roads include fragmentation of habitats and an increase 
potential for vehicle- related wildlife injuries and mortalities (modified from BLM 2015d:882; Section 4-49.2.1; BLM 
2006:21). * Establish and implement in a timely manner mitigation measures for fencing and structures to secure the 
safe movement of mule deer and other wildlife. [4679-19]

We recommend management of the BVMMSMA follow these proposed mining and leasing objectives and goals: 
* Close the management area to fluid mineral leasing and to mineral materials sales (BLM 2015d:882,883; Section 
4-49.2.2). * Close management to all locatable and leasable minerals exploration and development (including geo-
thermal and sodium), and mineral material disposals. * Withdraw the management area from location and entry 
under the Mining Law, subject to valid existing rights. * Close to recreational placer mining outside of active mining 
claims. * Prohibit surface occupancy and surface-disturbing activities. [4679-20]

Recommendations: BLM should not only retain the Bull Valley Mountains Multi- Species Management Area but 
should also manage the area as proposed in Alternative C to provide for the best protection while continuing to allow 
certain discretionary uses throughout the area. We urge BLM to manage the BVMMSMA as an exclusion area for 
new rights-of-way, closed to fluid mineral leasing and renewable energy leasing or rights-of-way. This will help ensure 
that important opportunities for wildlife movement and migration are preserved. [4679-24]

The RMP is overly vague as to what the consequences of establishing an "Multi-species Management Area" are. I 
would suggest that there be a better definition of what this designation is and how is will affect land use and planning. 
There should be a section defining why this designation is necessary as well. An effort should be made to define spe-
cifically how this designation would affect NOI and POO level permits for mineral exploration and drilling activities 
within the MMA. For instance would this designation require additional biological studies? [4692-1]

I am completely opposed to the Bull Valley Multi-Species Management Area. This would likely create a land man-
agement/ownership fiasco much like the ongoing on from the Habitat Area that is now part of the Red Cliffs NCA. 
[4704-11]

the Bull Valley Multi- species Management Area, which only identifies mule deer as a species of concern without any 
description of what the threats to this species are within this supposed protection zone, let alone any description of 
the other multi-species are, or what is threatening them to the point of requiring an 87,000 acre protection zone. This 
is a complete misuse of management constraints on an undocumented need for protection of a thriving population of 
a non special status species and wholly lacking justification for any other species. [5677-2]

Designating the 87, 000 acre Bull Valley Mountain Multi-Species Management Area in western Washington County 
in what is currently an OHV open ride area, a popular local deer hunting area, and the county's largest and most 
concentrated mineral extraction area. The purpose of the designation is to manage mule deer migration corridors. 
However, managing wildlife and their habitat is in the purview of the state, and the state opposes the management 
area. [5679-15]

Currently the Mineral Mountain area is used for cattle grazing, hunting, ATV riding, camping, mining, pine nut pick-
ing, and other uses. The vague language in the objectives and management actions on page 313 leaves the county con-
cerned that some of these uses will be limited in order to "conserve and restore plant and animal species and natural 
communities." The Mineral Mountain area is important to the county as an open ride ATV area. [5679-40]

Washington County is known for its outdoor recreation opportunities, and would like to be able to continue to offer 
a wide variety of experiences for both residents and tourists. Closing the largest open ride area in the county without 

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 485484

any documented safety or biological concerns would be harmful to the recreation economy. Additionally, the MSMA 
designation would likely prevent the development of additional ATV trails in the area. [5679-41]

The entire proposed MSMA is currently grazed by cattle, and the BLM's current management plan has language 
permitting rehabilitation and restoration of "rangeland." The proposed management language eliminates mention of 
rangeland, and the county thinks that the term should continue to be used to ensure continued health of the land for 
cattle grazing. [5679-43]

The Term "Restore" is too broad. On page 313 of the draft RMP, in Table 2-71, the objectives of the unit are described 
as management to "conserve and restore plant and animal species and natural communities." No explanation is given 
about what the standard for restoration is or what the criteria will be for natural communities. If restoration implies 
a return to pre-Columbian conditions, the county strongly opposes any such goals us unrealistic and unscientific. 
Without some definitions to act as guidelines, the county has no way of knowing what management of the Mineral 
Mountain area will entail. [5679-44]

A priority biological area created to benefit a deer herd should only be created if the state agrees that the designation 
would provide some benefit. To the best of the county's knowledge, neither the state, the county, nor sportsmen's 
groups, provided any information-and have no buy-in-regarding the proposed area. It is especially troubling that two 
of these excluded stakeholders were cooperating agencies. As a cooperating agency, the county was told in a meeting 
on October 5, 2010, that the BLM had made the decision to satisfy the priority biological area language in OPLMA by 
considering the designation of new ACECs. (Similar indications were made in the public scoping meetings.) It is un-
clear when the BLM decided to propose the MSMA, but the county was never informed of this change until review-
ing the administrative draft of the RMP prior to the time for public comment-and the county objected to the proposal 
at that time. However, without any effort to resolve the county's concerns, the MSMA was included in Alternatives B, 
C, and D of the draft RMP. [5679-45]

The 87,000 acre Bull Valley Mountain Multi Species Management Area ("MSMA") is a new and unknown type of 
land designation included in Alternatives B, C, and D. Washington County does not support a new land designation, 
especially one with undefined management criteria. The Bull Valley Mountain area, which is commonly referred to 
as Mineral Mountain, is used for deer hunting, cattle grazing, ATV riding, and mining-each of these uses has posi-
tive socioeconomic impacts on the county. The county has the following concerns regarding the MSMA: there is no 
need for the management area; there was no stakeholder-including cooperating agency or state wildlife management 
agency-participation in determining the area's size or location; the undefined "restoration" objective could be used to 
limit land use; the area could have a detrimental impact on ATV access, mining, grazing, and private property in the 
county; and it was not mandated by OPLMA or included in the scoping documents. [5679-49]

Washington County urges the BLM to select Alternative A, the only alternative that does not include a multi-species 
management unit. [5679-50]

The county understands that the primary justification for the MSMA is the protection of a mule deer migration path 
between summer and winter ranges. However, mule deer populations are managed by the state of Utah, and the state 
has not determined any need for a protected migration corridor. There is no evidence in the draft RMP documenta-
tion that the MSMA area is a deer migration corridor. Prior to designating a migration corridor, the BLM should have 
solid evidence showing the location of the corridor. Furthermore, the BLM should not designate a migration corridor 
unless there is a need for additional protections in the corridor. It is unclear to the county what creating a federally 
managed corridor would do to protect deer populations. The state's deer herd unit management plan for the area does 
not discuss migration corridors. (See Utah DWR Deer Herd Unit management Plan, Deer Herd Unit #30, April 2012, 
located at http://wildlife.utah.gov/hunting/plans/deer 30.pdf, last accessed Nov. 10, 2015.) State governments manage 
wildlife that does not fall under federal protection. If the BLM would like to partner with the state in exploring man-
agement actions that favor mule deer migration or feeding, BLM has the authority to do so without creating a huge 
polygon that adds another layer of restriction. If BLM extends its authority to manage non-federally protected wildlife 
habitat, it should coordinate with the state. [5679-51]

The county has several other concerns regarding the MSMA. First, the draft RMP is incorrect in stating that the 
creation of the MSMA is required by OPLMA. Second, the area was not part of the scoping notices, and the limited 

opportunity for public comment now is further limited by having only very similar options in the range of alterna-
tives. Third, the draft RMP limits the use of mineral materials for municipal transportation purposes. [5679-52]

OPLMA included a line requiring BLM to "identify areas in the county where biological conservation is a priority" 
and to "undertake activities to conserve and restore plant and animal species and natural communities within such 
areas". See OPLMA Sec. 1979. The draft RMP interprets that line as a mandate to create a new, undefined land desig-
nation that is bigger than either NCA. The county contends that the intent of OPLMA could be better accomplished 
by prioritizing conservation and restoration in areas designated by FWS as critical habitat. This could include areas 
within the NCAs and Wilderness areas, within existing ACECs, and other areas where habitat has been designated. It 
is doubtful that a bill specifically to designate public land uses would require the BLM to create a brand new, unde-
fined land designation that is larger than either NCA. [5679-53]

the county is concerned with the proposed limitation on materials used for road construction, repair, and mainte-
nance. Due to the size of the area, and the frequency of roads being washed out, it is necessary that the county have 
access to materials without having to haul them long distances from other areas of the county. The change from 
Alternative A to Alternatives B, C, and D would limit the county's access to road maintenance materials. The county 
requests that, if the MSMA is created, that Alternative A is selected regarding access to materials. [5679-55]

B 2.2.2 &47 Delete the new designation of the Bull Valley Multispecies management areas. These areas are already 
protected by other land use restrictions. [5679-130]

Bull Valley Mountain Multi- Species Management Area 313-316, 324, 2-71, 2-73 Bull Valley Mountain Multi-Species 
Management Area is not needed to protect wildlife. Deer are managed by the state. Delete the multi-species manage-
ment area. [5679-193]

Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species Management Area 316 2-71 Do not restrict seeding with non-native vegetation 
to special circumstances when native seeds are unavailable. Unavailability is a high standard to meet. Even when na-
tive seeds are available, they may be cost prohibitive. Since the area is steep and likely to have both floods and fires, 
revegetation should as likely to happen quickly as possible. This is also a grazed rangeland, so permittees need forage 
to be established as quickly and efficiently as possible [5679-196]

Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species Management Area. 313, 2-71, Do not prohibit ground disturbing military ma-
neuvers. [5679-197]

Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species Management Area. 313 2-71 Do not increase the amount of ROW avoidance 
area in the acreage now being considered as a multi-species management area. Select Alternative A where only 955 
acres are managed for avoidance and the rest are available for ROWs. [5679-198]

Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species Management Area. We support Alternative C, which provides the best protec-
tion of this area, including from linear and site-type right of ways, fluid mineral leasing, and mineral material sales. 
[5896-30]

I find nothing in OPLMA that says BLM can't set up the Multi-Species Management area. Although the Bull Valley 
Mountains area is outside the NCA, it is still part of the SGFO management plan and OPLMA indicates to me that 
managing the land in the way BLM proposes is entirely appropriate. [5903-22]

Designation of the 87, 000 acre Bull Valley Mountain Multi-Species Management Unit in western Washington 
County in what is currently an open ride area and an active mineral extraction area. The 2009 lands bill, OPLMA, was 
supposed to have settled land designations and eliminated the various layers of confusing bureaucratic designations. I 
want the land to be open for a broad range of recreational users. [5910-9]

Increasing wildlife habitat connectivity and designating wildlife corridors are addressed elsewhere in these comments 
and we support the agency's direction to connect the National Conservation Lands in the area through tools like the 
Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species Management Area. [5917-2]

BLM should not only retain the Bull Valley Mountains Multi- Species Management Area but should also manage the 
area as proposed in Alternative C to provide for the best protection while continuing to allow certain discretionary 
uses throughout the area. We urge BLM to manage the Multi-Species Management Area as an exclusion area for new 
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rights-of-way, closed to fluid mineral leasing and renewable energy leasing or rights-of-way. This will help ensure that 
important opportunities for wildlife movement and migration are preserved. [5917-9]

The creation of a 87,031 acre Bull Valley Mountain Multi-Species Management Area seems to be proposed as a 
'feel good' proposal to protect what is and has been doing just fine under current management policies. The BLM is 
charged with the surface management responsibility for these lands and continues to restrict its ability to wisely and 
professionally manage them by adding layers of stipulations and exclusions to their ability to make appropriate future 
decisions. Eliminate this 'special' management area proposal from Alternative B and retain your ability to manage the 
land for its best use during the next 20 years! [5919-2]

The OHV riders still have plenty of area in which to enjoy this recreation activity. Additionally, important wildlife 
corridors in the Bull Valley Mountains area remain protected through the Multi-species Management to maintain 
healthy wildlife populations. That seems a good thing for hunters, and yet at an Ivins City Council meeting, a council 
member asserted that their access to their kill would be cut off if they had to use a "non-designated" gully or other av-
enue to get it. Again, I noted, there are other areas to hunt in Washington County, and the pioneer ancestors, who are 
frequently referenced with honor and who hunted these Washington County areas, didn't have OHVs. They walked 
or rode horses. [5923-12]

The proposed PBA boundary would place our property into an "in-holding" and we are firmly against this consider-
ation or regulatory taking. This would eventually and incrementally lead to further BLM land restrictions and pos-
sibly become an eventual Area of Critical Environmental Concern, and the most restrictive land designation for a 
wilderness area by Congress. We must have access and protection to our private propert y. [5926-1]

Congress, under the law, released all further BLM lands from WSA studies. The land in this area is a mining district 
and has significantly increased mining claim interests from prospectors and junior mining companies in Goldstrike. 
Historically, it was estimated there were 1200 people living in this mining district. The PBA would be better suited to 
be included in the two National Conservation Areas. [5926-2]

More importantly alternative C would establish the Bull Valley Multiple Species Management Are (BVMSMA) to 
protect big game and deer migration routes. The BVMSMA must continue to recognize valid existing mining location 
and entry rights while closing BVMSMA to all new exploration and mining. [6005-2]

The Bull Mountains Multi Species Management Area will restrict grazing as well as overland travel both of which 
limit our ability to earn a living and enjoy the area as we have for generations. [6143-3]

I do not want to see the large multi-species management area, because I can see it would limit access and might limit 
mining and grazing, to name a couple. [6156-1]

Designate the Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species Management Area and also remove the current "open" designa-
tion for motorized vehicle use there. [6192-6]

Bull Valley Mountain Multi-Species Management Unit- It is unclear to us what the purpose creating this type of man-
agement unit and what benefit it has to wildlife. If the creation of this eliminates or restricts legal hunting in any way 
SFW would not support its creation. [6230-4]

I also strongly request that you withdraw the Bull Valley Multiple-Species Management Areas from location and entry 
under the Mining Law, subject to existing rights. [6250-3]

BLM's decision to include an 87,000 acre wildlife corridor is a great way to protect local wildlife from growing pres-
sures caused by expanding urban development and increasing impacts from climate change. However, allowing the 
corridor to be traversed by new utility and transmission lines directly undermines its positive impacts. [6304-6]

The designation of the 87,000 acre Bull Valley Mountain Multi-Species Management Area in western Washington 
County in what is currently an OHV open ride area, a popular local deer hunting area, and the county's largest and 
most concentrated mineral extraction area. If Congress had wanted an 87,000 acre area set aside, it would have done 
it in OPLMA. Neither NCA designated by Congress is as large as this proposal. [6423-18]

A new area (87,000 acres) of protection is proposed in Alternative B called the Bull Mountains Multi Species 
Management Area. Just adds another layer of unneeded protection. [6426-3]

The Bull Mountains Multi Species Management Area will affect historical, cultural, and recreational life styles we have 
enjoyed for generations in that Area. The BLM field office does a great job in managing the area. Any other new des-
ignation could in time affect grazing, overland travel, recreation, and restrict the uses we all have enjoyed. [6451-3]

My first question is "what is a "Multi-species management unit" How does it differ form an ACEC? What additional 
management options does it create.? [6470-1]

The Bull Mountains Multi Species Management Area will affect historical and cultural life styles we have enjoyed for 
generations in that area. [6477-3]

Multi-Species Management Area of 87,000 acres does not have substantial significance and value required to meet the 
standards of an ACEC, so how can it be a priority, especially for that acreage? If it can't reach ACEC status. it can't be 
a priority biological conservation area. [6486-55]

BULL VALLEY MOUNTAIN MULTI-SPECIES MANGEMENT UNIT. This area is currently an OHV open ride area, 
popular for deer hunting and the county's largest mineral extraction area. This new "multi-species management" area 
was not negotiated in the OPLMA, takes away important areas of the county and should be deleted from the final 
plans. [6486-56]

Response 299: In the Draft Amendment and Draft EIS, the BLM considered and analyzed a range of alternatives 
to manage an approximately 87,031 acre area of public lands, identified as the Bull Valley Mountains Multi-Species 
Management Area (refer to Table 2-71 of the Draft EIS), as a priority biological conservation area, as mandated by 
OPLMA at section 1979. Following a review of the public comments on the DEIS, further coordination with the 
Cooperating Agencies, and further review of the potential threats to the biological values, the BLM has determined 
that no new goals, objectives, or management actions are needed to protect migration corridors for mule deer, preda-
tors, and other wildlife on the public lands in this area. In the Proposed Amendment and Final EIS the Bull Valley 
Mountains Multi-Species Management Area will not be identified as a priority biological conservation area for special 
management.

Associated Comments: 

Designate wildlife corridors within the St. George FO so they contain sufficient ecologically effective habitat to facili-
tate wildlife movement for daily, seasonal or long-term needs in a relatively safe manner (modified from BLM 2012:2-
55). * Maintain functioning wildlife habitats and migration and dispersal corridors that allow free movement and 
use of habitats (BLM 2008:2-45,47). * Manage area to conserve crucial habitats and protect migration and movement 
routes for mule deer, other big game, and other wildlife, such as carnivores (modified from BLM 2015d:881; Section 
4-49.2). * Evaluate proposed activities, including recreational use, for their potential to adversely affect important and 
relevant wildlife values in the area. Do not permit any activities that interfere with protection of those values (modi-
fied from BLM 2006:21). * Activities currently authorized by the BLM in this management area shall coexist with 
wildlife movement, migration and dispersal, changes to current activities and infrastructure may be required if found 
incompatible with wildlife values. * Close to renewable energy developments. * Utilize Best Science. Both National 
Conservation Area RMPs and the St. George RMP amendments should adopt a planning process that employs a sci-
ence- based approach to guide agency decision making to protect wildlife viability. This initiative should be applied at 
multiple biological scales to ensure planning decisions are collectively compatible and effective. [4679-17]

No Need to Withdraw the Area for Possible Land Sale or Exchange Public lands in Washington County should gen-
erally be available to be transferred into private ownership, and the area in the Mineral Mountain area is currently 
available for transfer. The draft RMP proposes to retain the land in federal ownership. This change is not justified. 
[5679-39]

Response 300: While the State of Utah, Division of Wildlife Resources manages wildlife populations, BLM is respon-
sible for the management of wildlife habitat and appropriately considered a range of alternatives for both of the NCAs 
to address that issue.
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Associated Comments: 

Other Fish and Wildlife Habitat Management 231 2-58 Remove language about managing mule deer habitat from 
management actions. Mule deer are a wildlife game species that are managed by the state. Any management of game 
or habitat should be state led. [5679-178]

Response 301: There is no Sage Grouse habitat in the planning area and the species is not mentioned in the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

I very strongly am conviced that the restrictions and provisions for the Sage Grouse should be specifically identified 
as to the habitat that actually is the one these birds live in and are able to and thrive. I know that the bird requires a 
sage brush environment.I have rejected any thought of these birds being endangered anywhere near the area in Clark 
County near the Virgin mountains, Gold Butte etc. I want to see a biologist certify and delineate the locations where 
this bird is said to need help and put his or her name publically to that certification [3244-1]

Response 302: The concerns for the management of habitat for the species mentioned by the commenter are covered 
at length (see Tables 2-13 to 2-23 of the DEIS).

Associated Comments: 

To an untrained eye, the desert ecosystem of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA may be perceived as largely consistent and 
unvaried. However, the BDWNCA landscape lies within multiple physiographic and ecoregional transition areas. As a 
result, the NCA boasts numerous ecosystem types, habitat varieties, and, consequently, a diverse range of wildlife spe-
cies. For example, the BDWNCA is home to multiple special status species, such as the southwestern willow flycatch-
er, California condor, and the desert tortoise, and over important wildlife like desert bighorn sheep, mule deer, and 
migratory birds. See BDWNCA draft RMP, Tables 2-13 to 2-23, at 91-111. Therefore, BLM must manage for wildlife 
viability across the NCA by thoroughly considering its natural complexity. [5917-36]

Response 303: Golden eagles were included in Table 4-42, Type of Nonmarket Values Associated with the RCNCA; 
page 847 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-54, p. 223 Don't golden eagles also occur in the NCA? [5678-56]

Response 304: The resources cited by the commenter are addressed at length in the DEIS (see Tables 2-13 through 
2-23 and Tables 2-47 through 2-58)

Associated Comments: 

In addition, to ensure the agency is maximizing its objective to conserve, protect and enhance wildlife protections in 
the NCA, BLM should develop a strong science-based wildlife management strategy focused on limiting potentially 
harmful land uses and authorized activities, especially in well-known and important wildlife habitats and corridors. 
By setting strong management goals and using effective tools to ensure compliance, BLM will be better equipped 
to implement an effective management strategy that conserves, protects and enhances wildlife viability within the 
BDWNCA. [5917-38]

Response 305: The provision suggested by the commenter has been added to the Special Status Species and Lands 
and Realty sections of the Red Cliffs NCA Proposed RMP.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-13, p. 89 Alternative A objective - why would the part about "BLM 
managing public lands to meet the goals and objectives of recovery plans and the Washington County HCP 

Implementation Agreement" not be common to ALL alternatives? Won't you still manage the land in the NCA to 
meet the goals and objectives of recovery plans and conservation agreements? [5678-11]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-47, p. 208 Alternative A objective - why would the part about "BLM managing 
public lands to meet the goals and objectives of recovery plans and the Washington County HCP Implementation 
Agreement" not be common to ALL alternatives? Won't you still manage the land in the NCA to meet the goals and 
objectives of recovery plans and conservation agreements? [5678-51]

Response 306: The language regarding potential reintroduction, translocation, and population augmentation of 
Special Status Species has been revised in the Proposed RMPs/FEIS to acknowledge current and future MOUs and 
clarify the role of federal, state, and local governments and agencies in such actions. The BLM, as an agency, does 
not conduct predator control—the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APHIS), Animal Damage Control (ADC) program works with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) 
and the Utah Department of Agriculture (UDA) to conduct Predator Control in Utah. The management actions in 
the DEIS under several sections regarding predator control are to "Collaborate with USFWS, UDWR, and appropriate 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) agencies on predator control". The BLM is not proposing to under-
take predator control, rather the proposed management actions outline that the BLM will coordinate and collaborate 
with appropriate agencies to address the issue.

Associated Comments: 

The provisions of the RMP as currently written list introductions of endangered and other special status species to 
BLM lands in alternatives B, C, and D, again showing a lack of range of alternatives. The plan also discusses preda-
tor control, all of which is not BLM's role. The State DWR and the USFWS are the entities that manage wildlife and 
special status species. BLM can manage habitat, but should not be in the wildlife management business. They can 
cooperate with DWR and FWS on their proposals to introduce or manage wildlife, but not make the proposals. The 
same goes for predator control. BLM has no jurisdiction over the animals or whether predator control is undertaken 
or not. The state determines seasons, limits, designation of game animals, predators and the like. This is an over reach 
of authority and needs to be removed from the RMP level decisions [5677-7]

Response 307: The description of the current conditions in the Woodbury Desert Study Area is found in Chapter 
3 (pages 382-384) of the DEIS. The area will continue to be managed as an exclosure to livestock grazing (See 
Table 2-11, page 80 of the DEIS). Fencing, cattle guards, and topographic features are used to restrict cattle trespass 
within the Woodbury Desert Study Area. If cattle trespass occurs, SGFO range department staff work with graz-
ing permittee(s) to mitigate the trespass. The aforementioned road is the Mojave Desert Joshua Tree Road Scenic 
Backway which is the only road providing public access to the Woodbury Desert Study Area, adjacent Joshua Tree 
National Natural Landmark, and unique recreation areas, including: > 70 sport rock climbing routes, 8 designated 
dispersed camping sites, wildlife viewing areas, hunting areas, and OHV routes. The Mojave Desert Joshua Tree Road 
Scenic Backway is in compliance with the SGFO RMP (1999), current laws, policies, and executive orders. Although 
wildfires have devastated the Woodbury Desert Study Area, long-term vegetation and soil monitoring plots have been 
installed there and elsewhere in the Red Cliffs and Beaver Dam Wash NCAs, and are currently being monitored on 
an annual basis to assess plant/soil composition and ecological change over time. The SGFO is also developing and 
implementing techniques to address the threats from nonnative/invasive plant species (e.g., brome grass spp,), the un-
natural fuel beds they create, and associated wildfires that adversely impact Mojave desert ecosystems. 

 Associated Comments: 

The small existing Woodbury Desert Study Area is frequently trespassed by cattle that can walk in by the gated cattle-
guard on the road that goes down through Canyon and the Study Area. The DEIS and Plan documents appear to have 
no description and analysis of its current condition or future management. The road through should be permanently 
closed to all vehicles and the fencing around the Study Area secured. The Woodbury Desert Study Area is one of the 
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most important herpetological sites in the world. The Woodbury Desert Study Area and the issues it faces need to be 
addressed in the plan [3928-3]

Response 308: T&E species are managed by the USFWS in coordination with the UDWR and BLM, as are species 
of conservation concern; hunting regulations and game animals are managed by UDWR. Hunting is allowed in both 
NCAs.

Associated Comments: 

I would like the administration of all wildlife to remain under States control specifically hunting. [6202-4] 

Plan
Response 309: Access to the Virgin River in Babylon can be accomplished with a very short walk. Motorized access 
into the river itself would not be allowed. This would make it impossible to keep vehicles out of the river itself.

Associated Comments: 

Even though it is not addressed in the proposed RMP the access in the Babylon area to the Virgin River needs to be 
properly designated. Currently barriers are inadequate but also are not logically placed to induce voluntary com-
pliance. Motorized travel should be allowed to the river in a limited area. (This area is in a flood plain! And many 
visitors are either not capable or are unwilling to walk the short distance to their picnic site or to enjoy the river.) 
[5675-2]

Response 310: The word "restore" does occur in OPLMA and is identified as one of the purposes for which the 
National Landscape Conservation System was established within the BLM. Public Law 111-11 (OPLMA) at Title 
II, Subtitle A-National Landscape Conservation System, sec. 2002. Establishment of the National Landscape 
Conservation System, (a) Establishment.-In order to conserve, protect, and restore nationally significant landscapes 
that have outstanding cultural, ecological, and scientific values for the benefit of current and future generations, there 
is established in the Bureau of Land Management the National Landscape Conservation System. (b) Components.-
The system shall include each of the following areas administered by the Bureau of Land Management: (1) Each area 
that is designated as-(B) a national conservation area. Resource Management Plans are developed to identify long-
term management goals, objectives or desired future conditions for a broad array of natural and cultural resources 
values and management actions are designed to meet those goals and objectives. The desired future conditions help to 
determine what actions might be needed, when restoration of resource values is needed. 

Associated Comments: 

Beaver Dam Wash NCA 1.3- 1.1 13 Delete the word Restore from document particularly Chapter 1. Restore is not 
part of the OPLMA. Restore to what? If the word "restore" is used for management purposes it needs to be defined in 
a way that is scientific and realistic. [5679-126]

Red Cliffs NCA 1.3.1.2 14 Delete the word Restore from document particularly Chapter 1. Restore is not part of the 
OPLMA. Restore to what? If the word "restore" is used for management purposes it needs to be defined in a way that 
is scientific and realistic. [5679-127]

Section 1.3.1.2, where the purpose of the NCA is derived from OPLMA, it should be quoted verbatim without the ad-
dition of "[restore]" which is not part of the stated purpose for the RCNCA. This comment should be applied globally 
within the document. [5899-33]

Response 311: The RMP sets the broad framework for measuring and monitoring the effectiveness of the manage-
ment actions. An implementation plan and science plan will be develop after the RMPs are in place to help insure that 
the RMPs are meeting the congressional defined purpose to "“To conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and 

enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, 
educational, and scientific resources of the National Conservation Area".

Associated Comments: 

Two of many studies identified in the RMP include "research the seasonal migration patterns of selected migratory 
bird species as potential indicators of climate change" and the "installation of sound level meters to collect, analyze, 
and determine the levels and types of noise sources in the NCA." It is unclear how these studies contribute in a mean-
ingful way to the congressionally defined purposes of the NCA. [5899-24]

Response 312: The management for the resources mentioned by the commenter are contained in Tables 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 
2-41, and 2-42 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

I think the two issues that need to be addressed are (1) getting rid of more pinion pines (fires have been doing a good 
job of that) and (2) reseeding native grasses. That hardly gets any mention in the plans. [6170-1]

Response 313: Each of the alternatives presented in the DEIS represents an alternate means of satisfying the identi-
fied purpose and need (Chapter 1 pages 3-7) of meeting the requirements of OPLMA and of resolving issues raised 
during the public scoping period.

Associated Comments: 

BLM must only approve management activities that are consistent with this stated purpose, focusing on conservation 
and protection above all other resources uses. [494-1] 

Alternatives B and C do not fulfill the congressional mandate of OPLMA Section 1977 because they do not include 
any alternatives for a Northern Transportation Route. Consequently, these alternatives do not meet the stated purpose 
and need of the project [5899-44]

In the purpose and need statement, pages 233-34 of the draft RMP, instead of outlining the "purpose and need" of 
such a corridor, it lists excuses for why it was covered in a non-preferred alternative and basically dismissed form 
the start at scoping. This is not in harmony with the federal dictates of the 2009 Washington County Lands Bill. You 
cannot dismiss this alternative without evaluating the costs and impacts of dismissing this alternative, especially since 
this alternative analysis is dictated by federal law, but also this violates basic NEPA alternatives analysis principles. 
[6421-2]

Response 314: Agricultural use is not specified in OPLMA or any BLM land use planning guidance. Livestock graz-
ing, which is specifically mentioned in OPLMA in the Beaver Dam Wash, is considered in the alternatives for that 
NCA.

Associated Comments: 

As we reviewed the St. George Field Office's propose for creating their conservation areas, it's stated that the purpose 
is to conserve, protect, and enhance the economical, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educa-
tional, and scientific resources of the public land. Agricultural is not mentioned, specifically, although agriculture en-
compasses each of the aforementioned resources, and we are concerned that agriculture is being overlooked. [5912-1]

Response 317: Qualitatively comparing alternatives to each other is a valid method of analysis.

Associated Comments: 

the Water Resources impact summary says "This alternative would have management actions that overall would pro-
vide greater protections to surface water resources than those under Alternative A, but not as many as Alternative C." 
This is just a general statement of the beneficial impact and does not adequately differentiate the potential environ-
mental impacts of alternatives under consideration [5899-28] 
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Response 318: The BLM prepared a cumulative effect analysis as part of the DEIS. See Chapter 4 Environmental 
Consequences.

Associated Comments: 

The Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Resource 
Management Plans and a Draft Amendment must include adequate evaluation of cumulative effects so that motorized 
recreation will not be removed from our public lands. An adequate evaluation of cumulative effects would include 
all past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions that have or will produce motorized closures in the State. The 
environmental analysis must adequately address the human environmental including issues, needs, alternatives, and 
impacts on the public associated with the reduction or lack of adequate motorized recreation. An adequate analysis 
would include evaluation of significant social, cultural, historical use, current use, future needs, economic impact, and 
quality of the human environment issues from the perspective of motorized recreationists. [4699-6]

Response 319: As noted in Chapter 1 on page 18 "The designation language from OPLMA modifies FLPMA’s prin-
ciples of multiple use and sustained yield to emphasize the conservation, protection, and enhancement of public land 
values, in the Beaver Dam Wash and Red Cliffs NCAs. The designation language narrows the scope of the RMPs for 
the NCAs, as many land uses or activities can no longer be authorized on public lands in these units."

Associated Comments: 

These lands are designated as multiple-use lands. We ask that management for sharing of these lands for multiple-use 
be selected as the preferred alternative. [4699-4] 

Even Alternative D, which claims a "broader array and higher levels of public use and access", leaves very little room 
for actual use of the land by the general public and feels like a half-hearted effort that was made for only the purpose 
of saying that you considered public access to the land. [5122-2]

The directives in Alternatives B, C, and D seem diametrically opposed to maintaining water flows in the second most 
arid state in the U.S., improving or maintain the ecosystem of our desert lands, keeping a stable work and economic 
environment for the local population by protecting the historic cultural uses of the area, or even to manage accord-
ing to the main purpose of the BLM for "multiple use and sustained yield". It now appears that the health, integrity 
and viability of the land is secondary to an agenda of restrictive regulations to justify the removal of human habita-
tion by federal bureaucratic attrition. The intent of Congress in passing OPLMA was to allow for and maintain stable, 
the historic cultural occupational and recreational uses of the land and to allow for other uses by means of planning 
flexibility. The NCA was not created to elevate perceived environmental issues in planning efforts over existing uses. 
Alternative B, C, and D authorize the relinquishment of grazing permits, with no opportunity for other permit hold-
ers to acquire the permits. The relinquishment language is in fact an Interdepartmental Memorandum (IM). The use 
of this IM is not legal in light of the manner in which this document presents it. As an example; under the grazing 
matrix which is a part of the IM, relinquishment can only be done on request of the permittee. BLM then has to first 
allow other livestock operators the opportunity to acquire the grazing rights. The action of relinquishment cannot 
contravene or violate TGA, PRIA any portion of CFR 4100. These acts and regulation have superiority over the IM. 
Congressional Intent and Court decisions are a prime consideration prior to placing such language in a NEPA action. 
Section 3 of TGA states that, "in such orders, and in administering this Act, rights to the use of water for mining, 
agricultural, manufacturing, or other purposes, vested and accrued and which are recognized and acknowledged by 
the local customs, laws, and decisions of the courts, shall be maintained and protected in the possessors and owners 
thereof, and, so far as it is consistent with the purposes of this Act, grazing rights similarly recognized and acknowl-
edged shall be adequately safeguarded." Relinquishment without the opportunity to pass on viable grazing rights in 
the district to the next generation of ranchers will cause direct economic harm to the State of Utah. Information for 
the Utah Department of Agriculture states that currently the NCA's contain 3099 permitted AUM's. Each AUM's is 
valued at $50 dollars in direct economic activity to the local area. With a modest multiplier of 2 (in agriculture the 
common multiplier is more than 3) those AUM's are worth $100 in economic activity. Ending grazing and retiring 
permits would cause the state to incur an ongoing economic loss of over $300,000 per year, additionally if the loss of 

these important winter grazing permits caused the livestock operations that own them to go out of business, the eco-
nomic cost could be as high as $1.3 million per year to the local economy and the state. And in fact; several ranches 
could be put out of business by this action. Ranching and Ranches are vital to rural communities in Utah. It is critical 
that BLM considers this in any planning action. [5915-11]

The proposed changes in the preferred alternative B do not meet the multiple use objective for public land. They only 
act to restrict current use, and in fact maybe counterproductive [6049-2]

I request the BLM protect the historical uses of the land, as well as public access to public lands for future generations 
while allowing for recreational, environmental and agricultural needs. [6143-4]

Response 320: The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) require BLM to consider reasonable alternatives, which would 
avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment, based on the nature of the pro-
posal and facts in the case (CEQ 40 Most Asked Questions 1b.). While there are many possible management prescrip-
tions or actions, the BLM used OPLMA and the scoping process to determine a reasonable range alternatives that 
best addressed the issues, concerns, and alternatives identified by the public. Public participation was essential in this 
process and full consideration was given to all potential alternatives identified including alternatives considered but 
dismissed from detailed analysis.

Associated Comments: 

The proposal to eliminate gathering of petrified wood altogether seems unnecessarily restrictive, especially since 
previous regulations allowed 250 pounds to be collected. I understand it's easier to bust someone with one piece of 
petrified wood rather than weighing and accounting for 250 pounds. In actuality, the likelihood of BLM law enforce-
ment finding, apprehending and prosecuting anyone is pretty slim. [1-14]

I strongly encourage reconsideration of the alternatives. There is nothing that adequately provides for long term 
transportation needs in this area. There needs to be a northern corridor to alleviate future demands on existing in-
frastructure. Roadways in the reserve have already been built and utilized with successful protection of the wildlife in 
the reserve. The same can be achieved with a northern corridor. I request that the BLM adopt a plan with a northern 
corridor consistent with what Washington County has proposed. It also has the least impact on land use. [3109-1]

On March 30, 2009 President Barack Obama signed into law the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009. 
Title I, Subtitle O of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act specifically addresses public land managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Washington County, Utah. When the law was signed, it was championed by 
both sides and was considered a great compromise between wilderness, recreational, environmental, and agricultural 
needs. The Act required the BLM to prepare a Management Plan for the land balancing the recreational, environmen-
tal, and agricultural needs. Federal law required the BLM to coordinate with local governments and with the general 
public when preparing The Plan. The current BLM plan fails to balance the use in any of the alternatives other than 
PLAN A. [3901-1]

The state finds that the draft RMP does not follow the intent or the letter of the Omnibus Public Lands Management 
Act of 2009 (OPLMA), which provided for the creation of both NCAs, (one of which was encumbered by additional 
requirements), established wilderness, and imposed additional studies and actions upon the BLM. [3933-1]

National Conservation Areas are designed to be flexible entities, with management set to meet local considerations, 
as well as conservation. Unfortunately, BLM has imposed inflexible standards based upon generic guidance from 
Washington D.C. upon the Red Cliffs NCA, and in so doing violated the flexibility set out by Congress for the Red 
Cliffs NCA. [3933-20]

While we recognize and appreciate the hard work that is reflected in the DRMP, in particular the interest in working 
with the district reflected in Alternative A, we believe that the DRMP is fatally flawed due to the elimination of im-
portant considerations from all other alternatives, particularly taking into account that the document expressly states 
that Alternative A is not an option. [4674-1]
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 OPLMA 1977(b) 2(A) directs consultation with the County and City of St George, among others, to "identify one or 
more alternatives for a northern transportation route in the County" within the RCNCA. Further discussion in this 
section clearly shows that the use of the word "alternatives" was intended to mean multiple alternative routes, not 
RMP alternatives. However, as evidenced by the last paragraph in Section 1.6.2, p. 34, BLM has incorrectly inter-
preted the law by choosing to consider all of the alternative routes as one action in one RMP (Alternative D), thus 
virtually assuring that what BLM calls a "new utility and transportation corridor" will not be selected. By combining 
all potential routes into one alternative, impacts are greatly exaggerated and BLM has eliminated the option of placing 
the local government preferred route in the preferred alternative. This also sets up a false choice for reviewers and 
commenters by presenting the choices as between no northern route or a 6350-acre potential for disturbance and 
precludes BLM from separating out the route currently under application by the County. [4674-41]

We request that the BLM provide an adequate and fair evaluation of: 1. The needs of motorized recreationists and the 
cumulative impacts of motorized closures, 2. All existing routes including those meeting National OHV Rule guide-
lines and currently closed routes, 3. The current imbalance of non-motorized to motorized trails, and 4. At least one 
pro-recreation alternative in the analysis. 5. Under the existing condition, too much of the St. George Field District 
area is set-aside for segregated exclusive non-motorized use for 1% of the visitors to the area. We do not agree with all 
of the effort that the agency is going through to segregate users. Multiple-use lands are public places. Segregation in 
public places has not been acceptable since the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash
=true&doc=97&page=transcript ). In order to reasonably meet the requirements of integration a reasonable manage-
ment goal for 99% of the BLM land would be for shared multiple-use that would produce a 50/50 sharing and equal 
opportunity of non-motorized/motorized trail opportunities. 6. The quality of the human environment deserves 
significant consideration in the analysis and decision. [4699-5]

Require a permit to hunt fossils, allow only hand tools, restrict the selling of them, but don't eliminate the oppor-
tunity to surface collect or dig with hand tools for personal use or to provide to museums or school presentations. 
[4708-10]

Please keep fossil collecting open for the public to enjoy these are our public lands and fossils. [4708-12]

I am a fossil collector. I enjoy getting out in the open and searching for fossils. I don't want to see the lands open to 
heavy equipment to destroy the land. I do disagree with the need to keep area closed to collectors. [4708-13]

Alternative B does not meet the legal and policy standards for management of units of the National Conservation 
Lands. The preferred alternative B is based on the following standard: "attempts to balance resource protection and 
human uses of the public lands in the two NCAs." Attempting to balance resource protection and human uses does 
not meet the conservation standards established in both BLM policy and the legislation establishing the NCAs.1 
Unlike the rest of BLM's portfolio, the National Conservation Lands are not "multiple-use" lands. Instead, the 
National Conservation Lands are considered an exception to the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA).2 
BLM has clearly recognized and stated this exception in the 15-Year Strategy for the National Conservation Lands. 
"So where does the [National Conservation Lands] fit and how does the balancing act required by multiple-use 
and sustained yield principles affect the [National Conservation Lands]? The authors of FLPMA included an astute 
exception: Management activities must abide by those principles, except 'where a tract of such public land has been 
dedicated to specific uses according to any other provision of law it shall be managed in accordance with such law.' 
That means in some places, conservation may be elevated over development or production if a law identifies con-
servation as the primary use for which the land is designated."3 The congressional designation states the BLM is to 
manage these areas to "conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future genera-
tions the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources"4 
It is evident that Congress intended these NCAs be managed for conservation and "attempting to balance resource 
protection" does not meet this congressional mandate. BLM's own policy states that "land use plan and management 
direction for such a designation must comply with the purposes and objectives of the proclamation or act of Congress 
regardless of any conflicts with the FLPMA's multiple-use mandate."5 [5666-1]

These preferred alternatives in these RMP's in general are overly restrictive of the public use and enjoyment of the 
public lands and resources covered. The management prescriptions go beyond the requirement to preserve and pro-
tect requirement placed on BLM by the NCA establishment wording. [5677-1]

The failure of the document to identify a reasonable range of alternatives is blatantly obvious in the fact that alterna-
tives B, C, and even D have the very same management prescriptions for a stated resource or use. These alternatives 
should have a reasonable range of varied and different options of management for the stated resource or use they are 
striving to control. [5677-4]

new restrictions should not be imposed without a documented need. Many of the proposed land use restrictions 
are not justified because there is no evidence in the draft RMP that current land management practices are failing. 
[5679-1]

The draft RMP violates federal standards by not providing a reasonable range of alternatives. Of the fifteen specific 
objections addressed in this comment, eight propose the same objectionable management plan in all three action 
alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D). [5679-3]

Where the BLM exercises discretion in imposing land use restrictions, additional restrictions should only be created 
if there is a documented need. There is no evidence in the draft plan that many of the actions proposed in the pre-
ferred alternative are necessary for resource protection. Additionally, in many instances there is no evidence that the 
proposed management actions will improve resource management. Examples of this are the proposed ACECs and 
Bull Valley Mountain Multi-species Management Area, grazing reductions, and a more strict visual resource manage-
ment classification. [5679-5]

The alternatives commonly fail to provide the management diversity required of a draft RMP. (See 42 U.S. Code 
4332(e); 40 CFR 1508.9(b) providing that BLM must consider alternatives if there are unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources; and BLM Manual H-1790-1-6.6.1 requiring a reasonable range of alternatives). 
Most of the points that the county finds the most objectionable are the same in alternatives B, C, and D. The purpose 
of presenting alternatives is frustrated when all of the action alternatives provide for the same management. [5679-10]

Proposed management actions are sometimes independent of any demonstrated or studied resource concern. As an 
example, in the water section, the objectives all deal with water quality, but the proposed actions are to obtain water 
rights. According to BLM Manual H-1790-1-6.2.1 alternatives are not reasonable if they do not respond to the pur-
pose and need. [5679-11]

Restricting existing multiple uses that BLM could manage instead of eliminating. The draft RMP proposes closures of 
grazing allotments, curbing creation of new ROWs, planting only native seeds even after fires, and eliminating wild-
land fire as a management tool. [5679-25]

The language "only authorize land uses in sensitive species habitats if reasonable alternative locations outside of these 
habitats do not exist." is too restrictive. Finding a location with no sensitive species habitat could be an impossible cri-
teria to meet.Alt C is too restrictive and could result in more serious fire caused impacts or invasive species impacts. 
Alternative D is preferred over B because fire damage can happen so quickly that "back burning" should not require 
additional processes or delays (like NCA manager approval or even resource advisor approval at times). Firefighters 
should not have to wait to take actions that could prevent significant damage in a short time. Firefighters know what 
is needed to stop the spread of the fire - let them do their job quickly and as unobstructed as possible. Managers need 
the option of using non-native plants strategically after fires. Funding may become impossible to pursue if BLM will 
only allow native plants. Management needs to allow for the possibility that science will discover new ways to control 
wildfire and better manage our current landscape that is already covered with exotics. Use of non- natives may help 
maximize money for rehabilitation projects. Non-natives may also help by reducing the larger impacts of cheat grass, 
tumbleweed and the fire cycle. Don't eliminate this as a possibility. Alt A seems more flexible and adaptable to differ-
ent situations. The language on predator control is too restrictive. Predation may be low at present, but the burden of 
proof required to "measurably impact the recovery of viable desert tortoise populations" could be so high that that 
by the time managers get permission to eliminate the offending predators significant damage is already done to the 
tortoise population. Raven and coyote predation can be fairly significant and occur in short period of time when the 
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conditions are just right and the predators become accustomed to eating tortoises. BLM needs options to remove 
predators quickly and efficiently when the problem is first detected, before it's too late. As a side comment, several 
of these species need to be removed from the "sensitive species category." They might be at the edge of their range, 
or rarely detected, but that does not mean they are uncommon or declining. Sidewinders and zebra-tailed lizards 
are excellent examples of abundant species that just happen to have a small natural distribution in Utah, but they are 
extremely common and should not need special protection. [5679-149]

Table 2-38 Geologic and Paleontological Resources 181 2-38 Prohibits collection of fossils or petrified wood. Why? 
Already limited by law, stick with existing limitations. Remove new restrictions. [5679-166]

Geologic and Paleontological Resources 181 2-38 Remove prohibitions on collecting fossils and petrified wood. Both 
resources are adequately protected by existing limits on amounts that can be collected. Allow users to get involved in 
scientific exploration on foot be collecting small quantities. [5679-168] 

The key criteria should be the degree of protection afforded the critical ecosystem. If any human activity is allowed, it 
should have very minimal impact on that ecosystem. A major highway should definitely be disallowed, and grazing 
should be either completely eliminated or severely reduced over time. These two uses are probably the most destruc-
tive of the environment. Light human access with minimal trace left behind could be allowed but should be managed 
to reduce impact. Riparian environments should also receive special attention. [5888-2]

I feel that the citizens of Southwest Utah have voiced their opinion several times (in their negative response to the 
original 2006 version of the Lands Bill, in Vision Dixie, and in their support for the 2009 OPLMA), and that voice has 
been clear in the desire to preserve this land not only for their scenic value but because of the sensitive nature of the 
land and the species on it. Those values should be given overwhelming weight in the RMPs. [5888-3]

BLM must take specific steps to prioritize purposes of the legislation for each NCA RMP, because it isn't clear what 
value is most important to protect and how it will be protected. [5896-4]

Conserve the Mojave desert tortoise, which is listed as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
and other sensitive and imperiled animal and plant species and migratory birds. These species habitats are increasing-
ly under siege from industrial renewable energy, chronic livestock grazing and trampling and the desertification and 
habitat disturbance that grazing causes, ATVs and roading, and other human intrusions. The DEIS fails to carefully 
assess the magnitude and severity of threats to desert tortoises, and many other sensitive and rare species, includ-
ing in the case of unlisted species, a lack of regulatory mechanisms to control extractive and commodity land uses. 
[5897-2]

BLM Must Reject Alternative D and develop an expanded range of more protective alternatives in a SEIS. Alt D 
should not even have been considered as a reasonable alternative. It is the worst combination of management ac-
tions for tortoise and other wildlife species, rare plants, public lands recreational and other uses, especially because it 
would: - Authorize the controversial, proposed new, four-lane "Northern Corridor" highway through the heart of the 
Red Cliffs Tortoise Reserve (established to protect tortoises in the county's ESA Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)) 
and the BLM Red Cliffs National Conservation Area (NCA); thereby reneging on the county's commitment when 
the HCP was negotiated and signed, abrogating the HCP and ESA, fragmenting tortoise and other rare species criti-
cal habitat, and violating BLM's duties under the ESA and Omnibus statute that established this NCA. - Authorize 
continued livestock grazing in the BLM Beaver Dam Wash NCA, where such grazing has well-documented adverse 
impacts on the ESA listed tortoises, is contrary to the tortoise recovery plan, and where much of this NCA has al-
ready suffered severe habitat losses through large cheat grass fires. The ACEC must be closed to all livestock use, and 
protections expanded into surrounding lands. BLM should not have considered alternatives that thwart the statutory 
conservation purposes of the NCAs. It would be an egregious precedent for abrogating a county HCP under the ESA. 
[5897-8]

Audubon has a longstanding mission to protect and enhance habitat for wild birds, animals, and plants to maintain 
healthy and diverse environments for wildlife and people throughout the state. Consistent with this mission, we have 
concluded based on our review of the SGFO RMP Amendment that the selection of Alternative B as the preferred 
alternative does not meet the intent of the OPLMA. Alternative B fails to adequately protect or mitigate damage to the 

environment and wildlife, nor does it provide management strategies that adequately enhance the sensitive ecosys-
tems included in BDWNCA and RCNCA. [5898-1]

The RMP does not consider a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CFR Sec. 1505.1(e). Section 2.0 indi-
cates that "the purpose and need of the project is to fulfill congressional mandates from OPLMA." Section 2.1 goes 
on to say that "Each action alternative must meet the purpose and need for the plans, be viable and reasonable, be 
responsive to issues identified in scoping, and consistent with the established planning criteria." As currently defined, 
Alternatives B, C, and D do not meet that definition. [5899-43]

We do not believe that the RMP includes a reasonable range of alternatives as required by NEPA. Additionally, the 
alternatives evaluated in the RMP are not viable and do not reasonably address planning issues. [5899-48

Please return to the public laws original intent and quit trying to do an end run. The law was a collaborative effort 
including local government, Indian tribes and environmental groups along with In put from citizens. The addition of 
more restrictive management contained in most of the alternatives if adopted will cause irreparable economic damage 
to my self and the community in which I reside. [5900-21]

Finally, we are opposed to restricting uses that BLM could easily control without eliminating. BLM needs to have the 
option to seed with non-native seeds after fires, use wildfires as a management tool, leave grazing allotments open if 
they are voluntarily relinquished, and allow new rights of way. Why take tools out of the toolbox? BLM would have 
freedom to decide whether to use them in specific situations where they are warranted. Tying our own hands is short 
sighted. I am opposed to such restrictions. [5910-12]

Therefore, the most important aspect of the NCA plans is to ensure that the objects these areas were designated to 
protect are conserved, protected and restored over the life of the plan. While discretionary uses may be allowed to 
continue if compatible with that charge, BLM must limit or prohibit such uses if they are in conflict with the values 
that the areas were designated to protect. [5917-1]

Both National Conservation Area RMPs and the St. George RMP amendments should adopt a planning process 
that employs a science-based approach to guide agency decision making to protect wildlife viability. This initiative 
should be applied at multiple biological scales to ensure planning decisions are collectively compatible and effective. 
[5917-35]

The range of alternatives in the RMP should be broad enough to cover reasonable scenarios of change in the future so 
a certain amount of tiering can occur. [5917-52]

Restoration Zones: areas that are devoted to forestalling change through the process of ecological restoration; actions 
are focused on protecting existing or historical ecosystems. * Innovation Zones: areas that are devoted to innovative 
management that anticipates climate change and guides ecological change to prepare for it; actions help test and fore-
cast strategies to mitigate harm on areas already impacted by climate change. * Observation Zones: areas that are left 
unchanged in order to serve as scientific "controls" and to hedge against unintended consequences of active manage-
ment elsewhere. [5917-69]

We are also concerned that the preferred alternative would allow use of non-native species in revegetation projects 
(Draft at 631). It's good to see that limitations would be imposed (nonnatives would be used only under very specific 
conditions and with constraints that would prevent the introduction of species that have not been scientifically evalu-
ated for use in the Mojave Desert). However, in practice, native seeds are expensive and often unavailable. If the docu-
ment has enough wiggle room, nonnatives will be used the majority of the time. In light of the fact that nonnatives 
are being allowed, please analyze how nonnatives in the seed mix would affect the Desired Future Condition, which is 
defined as native vegetation. Non-native seeds can outcompete native species, at least in the short term . How would 
their spread into untreated areas be prevented? Does the BLM have data showing that non-native species will gradu-
ally fade out and be replaced with native species in this area? If it includes persistent non-natives that will outcompete 
natives, will there be follow-up to ensure the non-natives don't overrun and native vegetation and move the area away 
from HCPC? In general, if research indicates that non-natives may be a long term component of vegetation, their use 
is contraindicated where native vegetation restoration is desired. [5928-9]
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The lands granted to the Federal government by the people of this State were to be managed for the people as mul-
tiple use properties. Time has caused the Federal Government to set 'higher use' values on certain of those lands. 
This 'higher use' should not interfere with the historic use, traditional use and use required for the health and wellbe-
ing of the people (which should include energy, water and food development and transport as well as recreational 
use) as long as the lands can continue in good health. I believe that the last is a fair summary of the Federal Land 
Management Act. None of the alternatives suggested meet those requirements. [6065-1]

According to the RMP, 1.3.1.1 Beaver Dam Wash NCA Purpose: To conserve, protect, enhance, and restore the eco-
logical, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the Beaver 
Dam Wash NCA, for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations. The RMP alternatives that close off 
or restrict public access is a direct violation of the purpose for which the NCA was created. [6098-1]

In response to the BLM Draft Resource Management Plans, I am writing to express my concern and opposition to 
the proposed alternatives. It was my understanding that the 2009 Omnibus Public Lands Management Act settled 
concerns of grazing and other important land issues on BLM lands. [6143-1]

With the pressures and growth of both the population and recreational vehicle use your management plans need to 
provide places of refuge for wilderness, wildlife and lower impact recreational use. [6144-3]

I am also opposed to the process of choosing from four plans that all have the same virtual outcome of reducing pub-
lic access and local input to public owned lands. [6208-5]

The BLM has a unique responsibility to manage public lands and resources and I believe that proper management 
only comes through thoroughly analyzing all alternatives. [6216-2]

They should be managed in such a manner as to allow the "responsible" public to utilize these location. The term 
responsible does bring with it a degree of uncertainty. My experience with caves has been that if they are located close 
to a major road and/or population center then the undesirable public or shall we say vandals and teenage partyers will 
frequent them. Thus, those that fall under that umbrella should have safeguard in place to prevent vandalism, litter, 
and general unwanted visitation, such as a gate with a lock that can be opened with proper identification or protocols. 
[6286-2]

The documentation is impressive, attractively put together, and well-illustrated, but: (1) is far too long and technical 
for most citizens to read, comprehend, and respond to. (2) Is exceedingly lengthy and technical ; and seems to be: 
(a) Conclusory and slanted towards the interests of conservationists and preservationists (with little addressing the 
needs, concerns, and impacts of/on local residents and businesses); and (b) Addressed to the BLM, the scientific/bio-
logical community, and groups who have a special interest in and/or experience with the outdoors and land preserva-
tion/conservation, rather than the average citizen, or the governmental or legal community. (3) Seems to go beyond 
the scope and authorization of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 ("OPLMA") and the understand-
ings and agreements which led to its adoption. OMPLA has been touted as a successful collaborative effort between 
county, municipal, state and federal governments, and environmental/conservation groups, that sought a "balancing 
of interests." Yet the alternatives (apart from Alternative A’s "no action" option, as well as some of Alternative D's 
"flexible" approach) appear slanted in one direction and beyond what was intended. Where's the (perceived) balance 
now? [6294-1]

The other alternatives, as proposed , are not recommended. Perhaps new alternatives need to be developed. [6294-9]

To preserve these areas, BLM needs to adopt a strategy that protects wildlife, promotes landscape conservation, 
supports non-motorized recreation, and limits harmful uses, like off-roading and utility development on sensitive 
wildlands. BLM's proposed management plan makes positive strides towards these goals, but it needs to go further. 
[6304-5]

Chapter 2 of the Draft RMP does not include a reasonable range of alternatives. According to the Executive Summary 
of the BDWNCA, RCNCA, and SGFO Plan Amendment "Each action alternative must meet the purpose and need 
for the plans, be viable and reasonable, be responsive to issues identified in scoping, and consistent with the estab-
lished planning criteria." As currently defined Alternatives B and D do not meet that definition. Alternative D is an 
extreme alternative designed to show disproportionate impacts associated with rights-of-way. Alternative B is also 

problematic because it does not respond to the congressional mandate for consideration of a northern transportation 
route. [6420-2]

Chapter 2 of the Draft RMP does not include a reasonable range of alternatives. According to the Executive Summary 
of the BDWNCA, RCNCA, and SGFO Plan Amendment "Each action alternative must meet the purpose and need 
for the plans, be viable and reasonable, be responsive to issues identified in scoping, and consistent with the estab-
lished planning criteria." As currently defined, Alternatives B and D do not meet that definition. Alternative D is 
an extreme alternative that was designed to have disproportionate impacts associated with rights-of-ways. (e.g., 
alternative D allows for 6,500 acres managed as designated transportation and utility corridors. It is estimated that 
a Northern Corridor would actually impact less than 100 acres.) This extreme alternative results in disproportion 
impacts that make the alternative unreasonable and not-viable. Alternative B is also problematic because it does not 
respond to the congressional mandate for consideration of a northern transportation route. [6421-3]

Under Impacts from Management of Native Vegetation Communities, and Fire and Fuels (4.34.2.2, p. 785) alterna-
tives B, C, D proposes fuel breaks to include existing features (roads, drainages, utility corridors)." Even though utiliz-
ing existing features for fire breaks appears reasonable, the concern is using fire break benefit as part of justification 
to allow new infrastructure encroachment into the Reserve should not be considered appropriate. Believe fire breaks 
should only be considered to separate existing dominant fire induced invasive species areas from existing viable tor-
toise critical vegetative habitat areas. [6494-3]

Utah Farm Bureau opposes the common alternative as identified in Alternatives B, C and D due to the impact on 
Washington County, its future, encroachment on private property rights, violation of federal and state laws and 
lack of authority under the Congressionally mandated Omnibus Public Lands Management Act containing the 
Washington County Lands Bill. [6430-21]

The Draft RMP provides alternatives that likely will undermine this historic collaboration and agreement and future 
efforts in Utah and across West. Of major concern is the open attack on the state's sovereign waters and recognized 
property rights as prescribed by Congress and the Courts. [6430-22]

No action under NEPA is required, but never becomes the whole action. In this case, all but Alternative A is so fataly 
flawed that it cannot be accepted. [6486-2]

NEPA requires federal enforcers to assess the ramifications of their decisions before making them final. This NEPA 
requirement must be complied with. [6486-87]

More Focus of the RMP should be on how our decisions affect humans. For example: 1) Why prohibit personal petri-
fied wood gathering? 2) Why remove most of the language in the current RMP that references "Cooperation with 
the county and municipalities"? 3) Why not have a reasonable northern Corridor alignment in each alternative as 
intended by the Lands Bill? 4) Why take out focus on wildfire suppressor and the use of controlled Burns? 5) Why 
add additional access to restrict multiple uses? 6) Why not leave all RS 2477 Roads open? 7) Why close off additional 
grazing areas? [6487-3]

Since Reserves Management Zone 3 is the primary focus of my comments and a strong belief, based on disturbing 
decline in tortoise density outlined in the above paragraph and the probability that degraded potential vegetative 
improvement in tortoise habitat may not materialize during the life of this RMP, alternative B, C, and D should not 
include any final RMP preferred alternative that permits future intrusive actions. To further amplify need for rejec-
tion of further intrusive actions it should be noted, the 2013 UDWR monitoring report* indicated an annual tortoise 
decline of 3.6% since regional monitoring began in 1999. In addition, the report acknowledged Management Zone 3 
as well as the rest of the Reserve as a whole experienced a N47-56% tortoise population decline. [6494-8]

Alternative Table 2-68 Land and Reality, Alternatives A, 81 C and D, ROW Designations: Based on current tortoise 
density levels, the expectation tortoise populations will probably not substantially increase above current levels unless 
all current and potential tortoise critical habitat is protected,it appears ROW Avoidance Area designation is in conflict 
with Alternative Table 2-50 (Special Status Reptile: Desert Tortoise) goals that justifies the need for ROW Exclusion 
Area designation. Table 2-50, Habitat Conservation, Protection, and Restoration authorized actions should only in-
clude current utility and water infrastructure maintenance, not new major destructive actions, and actions necessary 
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for vegetation manipulation in invasive species dominated habitat. Therefore Alternative A should be changed to 
ROW Exclusion Area. Alternative C reflects preferred Exclusion Area designation, except where current utility and 
water infrastructure exists which seems appropriate.Alternative D designates a 6,534 acre utility and transporta-
tion corridor that should be re-designated as an ROW Exclusion Area to ensure no additional encroachment into an 
already detrimentally modified tortoise habitat [6494-9]

Alternative B: This alternative is described as seeking to "balance resource protection and human uses of public 
lands." (The assumption implies an extrapolation from the status quo). This is like handing residents a little larger 
mirror. In it they are able to see themselves and others standing; when they angle the mirror toward the ground they 
see a reflection of multiple ways of connecting with that land. The conclusion: "As more people like us arrive, and 
more people engage with the land like we do, we will need a bigger mirror." Comment: Here I think the word "bal-
ance" is misused. Given the flawed assumption of aiming to ensure that the status quo will be able to be replicated 
twenty years from now overlooks shifts in people, lands, and resources. Because of the flawed assumption, the win-
dow for "balance" will be evident, but briefly so because the significance of shifts beyond those expected from as-
sumptions of duplication and replication will not be evident in the short term. [6495-4]

Response 321: The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) require BLM to consider reasonable alternatives, which would 
avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment, based on the nature of the 
proposal and facts in the case (CEQ 40 Most Asked Questions 1b.). While there are many possible management 
prescriptions or actions, the BLM used OPLMA and the scoping process to determine a reasonable range alternatives 
that best addressed the issues, concerns, and alternatives identified by the public. Public participation was essential 
in this process and full consideration was given to all potential alternatives identified including alternatives consid-
ered but dismissed from detailed analysis. The BLM has incorporated an array of technical and scientific research, as 
well as the professional expertise of the BLM’s ID Team members, to develop the alternatives and perform the impact 
analysis, therefore complying with the "hard look" required by NEPA.

Associated Comments: 

BLM is required to take a "hard look" at the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of all its activi-
ties under these plans - including livestock grazing authorizations - on special status animals and their habitats. 
Please consider these issues and attached scientific papers and reports as you revise and develop the planning effort. 
[3928-4]

One of the Lands Bill provisions for the Red Cliffs NCA is "to protect each species that is listed as endangered." The 
woundfin minnow was one of the earliest species federally listed as endangered, in 1970. The Virgin River chub 
was listed as endangered in 1989. The Virgin River Resource Management and Recovery Program, (Virgin River 
Program) a multi-agency collaborative recovery effort has failed to protect these species and in fact the population of 
woundfin has decreased dramatically as well as the other native fish. The 5 mile upper Virgin River reach of critical 
habitat of the woundfin and Virgin River chub populations, below Pah Tempe Hot Springs and LaVerkin Creek, is 
within the BLM's Red Cliffs NCA. It is imperative that this, formerly the best habitat, be included in the NCA's man-
agement plan and for BLM to take a more active lead role to protect these species. The BLM must take a "hard look" at 
the dewatering and degradation of water quality in this reach and its impact on the fish. [5897-22]

All impact analysis. For all three planning measures at issue here, BLM needs to generate a more adequate baseline to 
facilitate more informed decisionmaking and reduce planning uncertainty. [5917-64]

The RMP Amendment must develop a reasonable range of alternatives and analyze the alternatives in terms of cu-
mulative impacts to the NCA objects and from the roads and trails. NEPA requires that the BLM take a "hard look" at 
the environmental consequences of a proposed action, and the requisite environmental analysis "must be appropriate 
to the action in question". In order to take the "hard look" required by NEPA, BLM is required to assess impacts and 
effects that include: "ecological (such as the effects on natural resources), and effects. We are concerned that the RMP 
uses limited and often self-serving analyses and science that supports what BLM wants to do, not what would be more 
protective of natural, scenic, and other values. [5917-14]

Analyze the current and future direct human impacts of outdoor recreation, parking lots, camping and non-native 
species introduction for the life of the plan. Development of thresholds and trigger-points, or limits for closure of 
roads and trails to protect natural resources in the plan [5897-25]

Most of the impact discussions do not meet CEQ guidance for analytic analysis due to their broad and very vague 
discussions. Most of the discussions focus on actions, not on the impacts of those actions. Across the resources and 
alternatives considered in Chapter 4, the quantification of impacts is limited. In most instances the analysis relies on 
which impact would have "more impact" or "less impact," but this does not provide an appropriate basis to differenti-
ate between alternatives. This is particularly true for soil and water impacts. [5899-73]

Response 322: The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) require BLM to consider reasonable alternatives, which would 
avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment, based on the nature of the pro-
posal and facts in the case (CEQ 40 Most Asked Questions 1b.). While there are many possible management prescrip-
tions or actions, the BLM used OPLMA and the scoping process to determine a reasonable range alternatives that 
best addressed the issues, concerns, and alternatives identified by the public. Public participation was essential in this 
process and full consideration was given to all potential alternatives identified including alternatives considered but 
dismissed from detailed analysis.

Associated Comments: 

We request that the BLM provide an adequate and fair evaluation of: 1. The needs of motorized recreationists and the 
cumulative impacts of motorized closures, 2. All existing routes including those meeting National OHV Rule guide-
lines and currently closed routes, 3. The current imbalance of non-motorized to motorized trails, and 4. At least one 
pro-recreation alternative in the analysis. 5. Under the existing condition, too much of the St. George Field District 
area is set-aside for segregated exclusive non-motorized use for 1% of the visitors to the area. We do not agree with all 
of the effort that the agency is going through to segregate users. Multiple-use lands are public places. Segregation in 
public places has not been acceptable since the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flas
h=true&doc=97&page=transcript). In order to reasonably meet the requirements of integration a reasonable manage-
ment goal for 99% of the BLM land would be for shared multiple-use that would produce a 50/50 sharing and equal 
opportunity of non-motorized/motorized trail opportunities. 6. The quality of the human environment deserves 
significant consideration in the analysis and decision. [4699-5]

Response 323: The BLM has reviewed the commenters suggested BMPs and many of them are the same or very simi-
lar to Appendix J of the DEIS and no additions need to be made.

Associated Comments: 

6 55 65 78 2.3.1 2-1 "Apply Best Management Practices (BMPs) and other site-specific mitigation measures to main-
tain soil stability, protect physical and biological (cryptogamic) soil crusts, and minimize wind erosion of soils (refer 
to Appendix F for BMPs for all programs and resources)." The Council has recently completed BMPs that would 
also facilitate this objective (see Best Management Practices Fact Sheets at deserttortoise.org). We recommend that 
BLM consider these BMPs for inclusion in the Final RMPS for these two NCAs. This recommendation also applies 
to management guidance and actions identified for Native Vegetation Communities (Table 2-7) and Noxious Weeds 
and Invasive Species (Table 2-10) for all alternatives. We refer BLM to the Council's website (deserttortoise.org) for 
applicable BMPs. [6287-17]

Appendix F. Best Management Practices 25 Not Applicable The Council requests that the BLM consider Best 
Management Practices Fact Sheets available on our website (deserttortoise.org) to augment those measures given 
in Appendix F. Our five fact sheets include Restoring Perennial Plants, Enhancing Forage, Salvaging Topsoil, 
Rehabilitating Severe Disturbance, and Reducing Impacts of Roads [6287-36]

Response 324: The DEIS follows an accepted standard for EIS documents.

Associated Comments: 
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While the document is visually appealing, its length and structure are inconsistent with the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance that NEPA documents should be "analytic, rather than encyclopedic" (40 
CFR 1502.2(a)). The guidance directs agencies to discuss impacts in proportion to their significance and only briefly 
discuss impacts that are not important (40 CFR 1502.2(b)). This means a NEPA document should focus only on the 
analyses necessary for decisions to be made. The document is over 1,100 pages, includes substantial duplication of 
information, and many minor inconsistencies; this makes it very difficult for the reader and the decision maker to 
understand. [5899-25]

Chapter 4 comments that apply to the whole chapter are as follows: * The structure of the chapter is confusing, hard 
to follow and very repetitive. Ultimately it is difficult for the reader to distinguish between alternatives or come to 
informed conclusions. [5899-69]

It does seem that the document could have been smaller. Although the photos are beautiful and add interest to the 
document, given the effort to limit government costs (i.e., tax money), perhaps this should be revisited in the future. 
I don't know what additional cost including so many photos added, and perhaps it was minimal, but I just suggest it's 
worth thinking about. [5903-2]

I'm very concerned with the way the data in this report is presented. I was under the impression that the intent of 
the proposal and comment system was to gather public comment on the BLM's plans. Unfortunately, the way this 
proposal is presented hinders the public from understanding the proposed impact. Thus, they have a difficult time 
responding and commenting on the proposal. [5927-1]

Your proposed rules are lengthy and complex. In my view, they are so complex as to discouragement the average 
citizen from analyzing and commenting on them in detail...and I worked as the Coast Guard's liaison to the EPA for 2 
years so I am not a total novice. [6055-1]

Washington County provided a presentation at our City Council meeting last night and our City Council determined 
that they would like a brief summary from the BLM as to why your document was prepared the way it was. [6259-1]

Although BLM has created a wonderfully visually-appealing document, it has resulted in a product that is difficult 
to navigate, with slow computer time responses, and occasional frozen computer screens. For reviewing purposes, 
a document without all the colored photographs would be preferable and more easily reviewed and navigated. 
Hopefully, there will be a final version of the RMPs that is not encumbered with the photographs, which will expedite 
review time. [6287-11]

Response 325: All of the resources identified by the commenter are addressed at length in the DEIS. See Tables 2-2, 
2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-10, 2-11, 2-12, 2-37, 2-40, 2-41, 2-42, 2-43, 2-44, and 2-45. 

Associated Comments: 

We are very concerned that the DEIS does not effectively address these very serious ecological concerns, and sustain-
ability of native biota, and surface and ground waters, in the region. [5897-23]

Response 326: This was included as an edit.

Associated Comments: 

Page 139 Suggest the following change, 'interpretive' instead of 'interpretative'; e) Interpretative materials and educa-
tional programs; [5672-32]

Chapter 1, page 5, Sect. 1.1.1 Last paragraph in section talks about a "planning Process" for route designations. Text 
makes it sound as though route designations are done through the RMP process, which they are not (they are imple-
mentation decisions). I suggest clarifying this by inserting "implementation" before "planning process." [5678-1]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-31 p. 139 ERMAs are NOT "administrative designations" (in fact, neither 
are SRMAs). Per the Land Use Planning Handbook, SRMAs are "identified" in the RMP (not formally "designated"), 
and ERMAs are anything remaining outside of identified SRMAs. [5678-31]

See 'interpretative' on page 145, consider a global search and replace with 'interpretive.' [5678-32]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-31, p. 150 2nd decision on page (about allowing dispersed camping in 
the Primitive Zone). As presented it is confusing because this decision actually does not apply to Alternative D (since 
there is no Primitive Zone under that alternative). I suggest making this decision apply only to Alts. B and C, and 
then have "No similar action" for Alt. D (or clarify that there is no Primitive Zone in that alt.).[5678-33

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-65 p. 257 SRMAs and ERMAs are NOT "administrative designations". Per the 
Land Use Planning Handbook, SRMAs are "identified" in the RMP (not formally "designated"), and ERMAs are any-
thing remaining outside of identified SRMAs. [5678-34]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Recreation and Visitor Services, Page 152 Insure consistency within the plans, 
change the geocache decisions in the Heritage Resources section to be consistent with the following Recreation deci-
sion, while still protecting heritage resources (prohibiting in some site types); Only permit physical geo-caches in the 
Frontcountry and Backcountry Zones. Allow virtual geocaches in all RMZs provided they are compliant with other 
zone restrictions. Approval from authorized NCA staff would be required prior to any physical geo-cache placement. 
Approval from authorized NCA staff would be required prior to the public posting of any virtual geocache placement. 
[5678-35]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-31, p. 152 Per Map 2-15 and text on page 141, there are no primitive 
zone acres under Alternative D, so "Other Recreational Uses" decision for Alt. D should be rewritten to say "Permit 
physical geo caches in the Frontcountry and Backcountry Zones" (delete "Primitive"). (Be sure this reference to the 
Primitive Zone is deleted for Alt. D elsewhere in this document.) [5678-36]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-32, p. 156 I suggest (for clarity of the decisions for this NCA) that you 
add "- none in Alternative D" to the last bullet under "Primitive Zone." [5678-37]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Travel Mgmt., Page 157 Suggested addition; BLM would coordinate transporta-
tion management with adjacent federal agencies, tribal governments, state and local governments, and authorized 
users. [5678-38]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Travel Mgmt., p. 157 First decision under "Other Motorized Transportation" - 
change "will" to "would." Second decision under "Non-Motorized Trails" - this decision does not apply to Alternative 
D since no Primitive Zone areas are proposed under that alternative. Need to make this decision common to only 
Alternatives B and C, and rewrite the Alternative D decision. [5678-40]

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Recreation and Visitor Services, Page 158, 160 Is there duplication here? See 
Page 158 Design and construct the non-motorized trail system to professional standards as described in Appendix I, 
to ensure that trail design: a) Addresses the needs of equestrians, hikers, climbers, and mountain bikers; b) Protects 
diverse NCA resource values from direct or indirect recreation impacts by promoting compliance with regulatory 
requirements and visitor use restrictions; c) Results in sustainable systems; d) Provides high quality experiences; e) 
Serves the abilities of non-motorized recreational users; f) Offers opportunities for looping, varying distances, linking 
between geographic areas and trailheads, and connecting to heritage and other educational resources. g) Minimizes 
user conflicts by separating user groups whenever feasible; h) Limits the desire to venture off-trail. Then compare 
Page 160 Design and construct the non-motorized trail system to professional standards to ensure that trail design: a) 
Addresses the needs of equestrians, hikers, climbers, and mountain bikers; b) Protects diverse NCA resource values 
from direct or indirect recreation impacts by promoting compliance with regulatory requirements and visitor use 
restrictions; c) Results in sustainable systems; d) Provides high quality experiences; e) Serves the abilities of non-
motorized recreational users; f) Offers opportunities for looping, varying distances, linking between geographic areas 
and trailheads, and connecting to heritage and other educational resources. g) Minimizes user conflicts by separating 
user groups whenever feasible; h) Limits the desire to venture off-trail. [5678-41]
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Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-65, pp. 265-266 Dispersed Camping (p. 265): Alternative C - 2nd statement in this 
section (about prohibiting dispersed camping in the Backcountry Zone). This decision is inaccurate because there 
is no Backcountry Zone under this alternative. Need to delete this part of the decision. Page 266: Alternative C, 2nd 
statement regarding campfires - delete the reference to the Backcountry Zone ... there is no Backcountry Zone under 
this alternative. [5678-65

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-65, p. 272 Per Map 2-38 and text on page 258, there are no backcountry zone 
acres under Alternative C, so first "Other Recreational Uses" decision (pertaining to geocaches) cannot be common to 
all alternatives. Need a separate decision for Alt. C reflecting the zones that are actually proposed for that alternative. 
[5678-66]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-66, p. 273 I suggest (for clarity of the decisions for this NCA) that you add "- none 
in Alternative C" to the last bullet under "Backcountry Zone." [5678-67]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Travel Mgmt., p. 274 First decision under "OHV Area Designations" - change "will" to 
"would." [5678-68]

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-67 (Travel Mgmt.), p. 276 Second decision under "Non-Motorized Trails" 
(pertaining to construction of new trails) - delete the reference to Backcountry Zones in Alternative C since no 
Backcountry Zone areas are proposed under that alternative. [5678-69]

Chapter 3, Section 3.20.3.1, p. 459 Film permits are not granted solely for activities deemed "minimum impacting" as 
this text implies. Film permits can also be issued for "more than minimum impacting activities" (but with additional 
processing requirements, such as publication of a Notice of Realty Action, and the decision not being full force and 
effect). This text should be corrected/clarified. [5678-92]

Lands and Realty 162 2-34 Fix the language in Land Tenure Adjustments for Alternatives B, C, and D to include 
"recreational" as one of the resources listed in (a). The purposes of the NCA include recreational, so it should be listed 
with the other resources. [5679-164

Lands and Realty 278 2-68 Under "Management Actions" and "Land tenure Adjustments" (a) add the word "rec-
reational" to the listed resources. OPLMA includes recreation as a resource that is to be conserved, protected, and 
enhanced, and thus, so should the RMP. [5679-185]

The RMP does not specifically discuss paintball activities. The BLM should explicitly prohibit paintball activities 
within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA because of the resource damage and aesthetic blight that inevitably results. There 
already is a designated 400-acre facility in Washington County to accommodate those who engage in paintball (and 
target shooting) located in Hurricane near the county fairgrounds. [5896-28]

A more comprehensive approach to recreation management is needed in the Red Cliffs NCA and we understand 
this means the creation of some new trails and the reclamation of others. However, we recommend that no new 
trails be constructed in areas of relatively high desert tortoise density or other important habitats for desert tortoise 
conservation in the Red Cliffs NCA (as determined by the USFWS in coordination with the Utah Division Wildlife 
Resources), or in Shivwits milkvetch designated critical habitat. Conserving high density and important habitats for 
desert tortoise and Shivwits milkvetch conservation within the NCA has a higher net conservation benefit to these 
species than trying to mitigate and restore habitat in other marginal areas of the NCA. [5905-6]

Please note that there is a discrepancy between Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 with regard to the Primitive Zone manage-
ment of BDWNCA: Table 2-32 (pg. 156) of the Draft RMP states: "Primitive Zone - Cross- country travel is allowed. 
All visitors must be on foot or horseback." Whereas, Sec. 4.19.2.14 (pg. 709): "Under Alternatives B, C, and D, all 
non-motorized recreational uses must be on designated trail, except in the Primitive Zone. Within this zone, cross-
country travel by hikers, equestrian, and mountain bikers would be authorized, until such time as this use results in 
unacceptable changes to or degradation of resource values in NCA." [5917-2]

I support the following restrictions referenced in the RMP's "Recreation and Visitor Services" information: Other 
Activities (Page 546) (RCNCA): The following were identified as prohibited activities: paintball, in-line skating and 
skate boarding (except on paved municipal trails), horseshoes, darts, badminton, golf, remote- controlled aircraft, 
powered parachutes, and residential camping. Buggies, wagons, or other animal-drawn vehicles were limited to travel 

on designated roads, unless prohibited by local ordinance, and prohibited from single-track trails where their passage 
would create new surface disturbance. Commercial Use (Page 546) (RCNCA): Competitive events or organized group 
activities that could result in impacts on habitats, at- risk species populations, or other resource values of public lands 
are not permitted. Competitive or group events may only be permitted on designated roads, and only if all of the 
above criteria have been met. [5923-7]

Response 327: This is correct. The text has been revised to read the viewshed within the NCA

Associated Comments: 

Section 4-39-4 Cumulative Impacts: The last paragraph states "Construction of the Northern Transportation Route 
and any future utility construction in the NCA would partially compromise the viewshed from the greater St. George 
metropolitan area." This is a baseless assertion, especially with respect to the Northern Transportation Route. In 
our review of prominent viewpoints within the St. George metropolitan area we could not find any areas where the 
Northern Transportation Route would be visible due to intervening topography and existing structures [5899-82]

Response 328: Alternative D includes all of the potential alignments for a northern transportation route that were 
provided to the BLM by Washington County.

Associated Comments: 

The county's preferred Northern Corridor Route is not included anywhere in the draft RMP. The future growth of the 
county clearly requires a traffic route from the east side of the metropolitan area to the west side. The county has had 
this route in its master plan for decades. I would like to see the BLM work with the county to promote responsible 
growth according to plans adopted by local and regional planning units [4675-8] 

 

Response 329: Nowhere in OPLMA does it require consideration of a northern transportation route within the Red 
Cliffs NCA. That requirement is found in section 1977 Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Plan. The BLM 
analyzed in Alternative D the potential alignments of a Northern Transportation Route provided by Washington 
County.

Associated Comments: 

BLM fails to present the public with a complete representation of the purpose, need and management structure of 
the Red Cliffs NCA, as determined by Congress. The Red Cliffs NCA is encumbered by the need to identify and fully 
explore a Northern Transportation Route. [3933-19]

Section 1.1.2 should include a discussion of OPLMA Section 1977 and specifically discuss the congressional require-
ment for identification of 1 or more alternatives for a Northern Transportation Route, similar to the discussion in 
Section 1.1.1 related to Beaver Dam Wash NCA: "BLM will designate the High Desert OHV Trail and identify one or 
more alternatives for a Northern Transportation Route in Washington County in accordance with the mandates of 
P.L.111-11." [5899-31]

Response 330: BLM must use current guidance when developing a land use plan. If or when future changes to BLM 
policy or guidance occur, the RMPs could undergo plan maintenance, amendment, or revision.

Associated Comments: 

Modification of OHV designations (open, limited, or closed), to be in compliance with federal regulations, BLM's 
Travel and Transportation Management Manual M 1626 and related agency policies." TOTALLY IGNORES THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO AMEND those policies. [4684-15]
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Response 331: These are implementation details that would be dealt with in an EIS for the Northern Transportation 
Route. Trying to create mitigation for future development in this document is impractical at best. The fact remains 
that the proposed alignment that was received from Washington County would impact trailheads as well as existing 
and proposed trails.

Associated Comments: 

Table 4-33 Indicates that the proposed Northern Transportation Route (Alternative 3) would impact T-Bone trailhead 
and four designated trails. It should be noted that the road could be designed to minimize impacts and accommodate 
trail users (e.g., over/under crossings, road alignment modifications to avoid resources, etc.) [5899-83]

Response 332: These are implementation details that would be dealt with in an EIS for the Northern Transportation 
Route. Trying to create mitigation for future development in this document is impractical at best. While recreational 
access is primarily from the Red Hills Parkway, SR-18, and I-15, the fact remains that the proposed alignment that 
was received from Washington County would impact both existing and proposed trails.

Associated Comments: 

Section 4.45.2.5 says the following, "Notably, the designation of a 6,350-acre utility and transportation corridor under 
Alternative D creates significant uncertainty regarding future recreation levels in the NCA. It is possible that access 
to currently remote lands from the corridor could increase recreation levels in the NCA, particularly if a "northern 
transportation route" were developed that included recreational access points. On the other hand, it is also possible 
that the site impacts and broader visual impacts and noise associated with a multi-lane highway or other utility devel-
opments, such as additional power transmission lines, in the designated ROW corridor could discourage recreational 
users of the affected portion of the NCA." This analysis is speculative and does not consider current recreational use 
trends within the NCA. Most recreational use occurs along Red Hills Parkway, SR-18, and I-15. If public use is not 
currently deterred by roads, it is unlikely that a new transportation facility would deter recreation, particularly as 
impacts associated with noise and views would be localized to the lowland area that is already adjacent to the urban 
interface. [5899-88]

Response 333: The existing plan the commenter is referring to was analyzed as part of the DEIS, see Alternative A 
(No Action). The purpose and need for the new plans is detailed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

While I would not expect a reversal of the current planning, I do believe text and justification for the RMPs proposed 
management actions would be greatly enhanced with a detailed narrative of the existing plans,the extent to which 
they had been implemented, and the results expressed quantitatively. This would then form a basis for the extent to 
which new or revised plans are needed, and form the basis for adaptive management, which the new plans provide 
for, but which seems strangely absent from the assessment of new management actions. [5929-1]

Response 334: Throughout the development of the Draft RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA, the BLM solicited input from 
the Cooperating Agencies and other local entities regarding the identification of a “northern transportation route”, 
(OPLMA, at sec. 1977, Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Plan). The Washington County 
Commissioners assisted the BLM to organize and facilitate two initial stakeholder meetings in 2011 regarding the 
“northern transportation route”. These meetings were attended by representatives of the cities of St. George City and 
Washington, the Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), the Five County Association of Governments, 
Utah Department of Transportation, Utah Department of Natural Resources, Utah Department of Wildlife 
Resources, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Federal Highway Administration. The Dixie MPO, designated by 
the Governor of Utah in 2002, functions to plan proposed transportation projects in the St. George Urbanized Area 
and the Hurricane Urbanizing Area, that include the municipalities of Hurricane, Ivins, LaVerkin, Santa Clara, St. 
George, Toquerville, and Washington, as well as immediately adjacent areas of unincorporated Washington County. 

In this capacity, and on behalf of the cities of St. George and Washington, the Dixie MPO provided the BLM with 
study reports and possible alignments for the “northern transportation route”. The BLM used input from the public 
scoping process, the Cooperating Agencies and the Dixie MPO, in the development of the range of alternatives re-
lated to Lands and Realty Management and the “northern transportation route” considered in the Draft RMP for Red 
Cliffs NCA/ Draft EIS. 

Since the issuance of the Draft RMPs/Draft Amendment and Draft EIS in July of 2015, the BLM has reviewed all 
comments received during the 120 day public comment period and considered them in its decision-making process. 
The agency has also met regularly with the Cooperating Agencies to resolve issues and concerns raised during the 
public comment period.

Associated Comments: 

the BLM is required by OPLMA to ensure that the preferred alternative contains a route for a northern transporta-
tion corridor. This has not occurred. While I am told by local BLM Field Office Manager, Brian Tritle, that various 
features of the different alternatives can be pulled from one alternative and brought into a final plan, I find that verbal 
discussion lacking strength and providing little assurance that it will happen in reality. This transportation corridor 
is critical according to transportation planning studies that have been performed by the Dixie Metropolitan Planning 
Organization. It is also critical as it relates to the economic development of the City and Washington County. Again, I 
find it incredulous that a northern transportation corridor is not specifically identified in every alternative presented 
in the Draft Resource Management Plan at this time. [3926-2]

p 894 and 895. section 5-4 discusses consultation with local entities. By their own list there was no consultation with 
Ivins, Santa Clara, Washington, of which the NTC definitely affects. Obviously having 2 meetings to identify align-
ments, and then to come up with the 6350 ac corridor was not enough communication with those entities. The dis-
cussions were further exasperated as none of the local entities, with the exception of Washington County, was given 
consideration as cooperating agency, and even that action seems questionable. [5673-20]

Failing to include an east-west travel corridor for the northern transportation route in the preferred alternative. The 
county's preferred northern corridor route is included as a possibility in Alternative D only. Since OPLMA specifi-
cally requires BLM to consider routes for the northern corridor in the travel management plan, the county expects to 
see realistic options for a route in the final RMP. [5679-20]

Chapters 1 and 5 indicate that the BLM has worked with local governmental entities to develop alternatives for a 
Northern Transportation Route (as required by the Omnibus Act). While Washington County has been designated 
as a Cooperating Agency, other local agencies (e.g., City of St. George, Ivins City, Washington City, and Dixie MPO) 
have a special expertise with respect to transportation planning and should also be involved to fulfill the spirit and 
letter of the Omnibus Act's directive and the BLM's Cooperating Agency Guidance.[4] [5899-5]

I am concerned about the lack of consultation with Washington County in consideration of the Northern Corridor 
in the recent draft plan submitted by the BLM. The Northern Corridor is critical to future traffic flow in Washington 
County. Traffic models and studies have consistently demonstrated its need if we are to avoid severe traffic congestion 
on Bluff Street, St. George Boulevard and other main traffic arteries. The studies have conclusively demonstrated the 
necessity for a workable Northern Corridor route. [6080-3]

Recommendation #1: Go back to the table and improve on what the BLM has already put together, but this time 
involving and receiving actual input (including drafting assistance) from additional important parties, including the 
MPO, WCWCD , and St. George City. [6294-6]

The Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 clearly states that at least one alternative shall be provided for the 
Northern Transportation Route (NTR) in the BLM's Resource Management Plan (RMP). In his letter dated January 3, 
2015 Senator Orrin Hatch who co sponsored the bill reaffirmed that the intent of the law was that the NTR was to be 
planned for and eventually built. Based on that fact he further stated that provisions for the NTR ought to be included 
in all the BLM's RMP alternatives. For it to be buried in Alternative D, ultimately the least likely to be adopted, is 
clearly contrary to the intent of this Act. [6420-1]
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I believe it is time for the BLM to do the job it was assigned, that being to study and designate a preferred route for 
the NTR that is clearly identified in all the alternatives of the Draft RMP. Anything less than that I will interpret as a 
deliberate refusal by the BLM to abide by Federal Law. [6420-3]

This alternative has been dismissed without consultation with any local agencies, including ours, despite specific in-
structions in the land bill to do so. The Dixie Area MPO has indicated that its modeling shows congestion and traffic 
failures without this important corridor, basically gridlock. If you disagree with their modeling you must present your 
own analysis as a counter. Our citizens will feel the brunt of such narrow focus and dismissiveness of transportation 
needs. Ivins residents will be forced into major traffic congestion with no alternatives since our transportation corri-
dor options are few and sparse. We cannot accept that the purpose and need statement leave out this important need. 
Please respond and let us know how you plan to remedy this problem at your earliest convenience. [6421-4]

The failure to include an east/west travel corridor route in the preferred Alternative A. Toquerville, Washington 
County and the constituents of the Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization ("Dixie MPO") have determined a 
preferred northern corridor route. However, this preferred Northern Corridor Route is included as a possibility in 
Alternative D only. The analysis in Alternative D is a cumulative analysis of all possible routes which results in a 
showing of much greater potential environmental impact than a corridor would ever actually have. Since OPLMA 
specifically requires BLM to consider routes for the Northern Corridor in the travel management plan, Toquerville 
expects to see realistic options for a route in every alternative of the RMP. [6423-13]

Washington County needs transportation to keep up with population growth. To facilitate future growth, the Dixie 
MPO has proposed a northern corridor to connect the east side of the metropolitan area to west side. OPLMA spe-
cifically requires BLM to work with state and local governments and the public in identifying possible routes for the 
northern corridor. While the language of the law states that BLM will come up with one or more alternatives for a 
route, OPLMA is specifically referring to alternatives in the transportation management plan (TMP). Since the TMP 
is not yet in existence, all alternatives in the RMP should have an option for a northern corridor. If an RMP alterna-
tive is selected without a northern corridor in it, BLM will be in a position when writing the TMP that it must either 
violate the mandate from OPLMA or be inconsistent with the RMP. Both of those options open BLM to liability. 
Including a northern corridor in the final decision for the RMP will avoid this conundrum [6423-38]

This RMP does not appear to have followed the legislative mandate to coordinate and consult with local governing 
agencies including Ivins City, St George City and the state of Utah. Particularly regarding the identification of a north-
ern transportation route sec 1977 (A)(2)(A) as directed in the public law that allowed the RMP Designation in the 
first place. [6446-4]

Response 335: The BLM has complied with BLM Manual 6220 in the development of the DEIS. The CEQ regula-
tions (40 CFR 1502.1) require BLM to consider reasonable alternatives, which would avoid or minimize adverse 
impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment, based on the nature of the proposal and facts in the case 
(CEQ 40 Most Asked Questions 1b.). While there are many possible management prescriptions or actions, the BLM 
used OPLMA and the scoping process to determine a reasonable range alternatives that best addressed the issues, 
concerns, and alternatives identified by the public. Public participation was essential in this process and full consid-
eration was given to all potential alternatives identified including alternatives considered but dismissed from detailed 
analysis.

Associated Comments: 

BLM must follow the guidance provide in the recently released BLM Manual 6220, which includes agency obligations 
to clearly identify and inventory NCA values, identify measureable goals and objectives for each value, conduct exten-
sive analyses, ensure consistent management with protecting values, and other actions identified above. This planning 
process should also consider the example for identifying, evaluating impacts and protection of Monument objects set 
forth in the RMP for the Sonoran Desert National Monument. [5917-3]

Response 336: Section 1.6.2.1 in Chapter 1 of the DEIS discusses OPLMA section 1977 and how it will be addressed 
in the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Section 1.3.3.1 discusses OPLMA, but does not include a discussion of Section 1977 of the act. Page 20 says "This 
Manual addresses specific land use allocations, such as rights-of-way (ROWs), designated transportation and util-
ity corridors, and discretionary uses proposed for NCAs, NMs [National Monuments], and similar designations. 
Through land use planning, this Manual directs that, to the extent possible, BLM should avoid granting new ROWs in 
these units and should evaluate the relocation of existing ROWs that are not consistent with the purposes of designa-
tion. It also directs that (subject to applicable law), through land use planning and project-specific decisions, BLM 
should designate NCAs and NMs as ROWs Exclusion or Avoidance areas. New transportation or utility corridors 
should not be designated in RMPs developed for these units if the corridors would be incompatible with the designat-
ing authority or the purposes for which the unit was designated." [5899-34] 

Response 337: Congress did not release all other lands in the county from wilderness consideration. It also confuses 
conducting an inventory of wilderness characteristics with managing for wilderness characteristics. Under FLPMA 
Section 201, the BLM is required to maintain an inventory of all resources on public lands, including wilderness 
characteristics. The existing inventory was incomplete and was updated as part of this planning process. One of the 
primary components of the 2009 legislation was to solve the wilderness debate in Washington County once and for 
all. By conducting a thorough inventory and considering wilderness characteristics in Alternative C, the SGFO has 
met all of the policy requirements under BLM Manual 6320, and by choosing not to manage for wilderness character-
istics in the preferred alternative, the SGFO has preserved the intent of Congress. Managing for lands with wilderness 
characteristics was not included in the preferred alternative. The inventory, however, will remain in place and any 
future management decisions would take those characteristics into consideration.

Associated Comments: 

BLM needs to delete entire section on page 255 dealing with Wilderness Characteristics! The lands bill (OPLMA P.L. 
111.11specifically states that all land in Washington County has been adequately studied for wilderness designation. 
All WSA lands were released and no longer subject to section 603 9c for FLPMA! [6426-9]

The proposed draft documents do not adhere to the provision of the OPLMA (2009) agreement signed by President 
Obama. The act specifically stated that further Wilderness studies were not needed in out county. [6470-4]

Response 338: There are many restrictions on surface disturbing activities contemplated in the DEIS. The preferred 
Alternative in the DEIS (Alternative B) is not the final decision. The BLM has made adjustments to the Proposed 
RMPs/Proposed Plan Amendment from the range of alternatives presented in the DEIS based on the public com-
ments received on the DEIS and further BLM review.

Associated Comments: 

We commend the St. George Field Office for taking the lead among southern Utah BLM management areas in recog-
nizing the value of biological soil crust and acknowledging the need to consider it in planning decisions (for example, 
the description of biological soil crust function in section 3.5.3.1 on page 361and the Goals and Objectives Table 2-6 
on page 63 "Soil crusts are conserved, protected, and restored to perform vital functions"). Similarly, the sensitive and 
fragile soils sections reflect a new awareness of the need to limit erosion (Draft at 489). These perspectives need to 
be reflected in the preferred alternative to a greater extent. Given the importance of these resources in maintaining 
and restoring ecosystem function, the levels of surface disturbance allowed in the proposed alternative are excessive. 
[5928-1]

Response 339: The development of a sensitive/fragile soils map is not required or necessary. The DEIS provides the 
analysis needed to make a reasoned choice from the alternatives in the Proposed RMPs. Both NCAs were designated 
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to "conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecologi-
cal, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National 
Conservation Area". The Proposed RMPs contain Goals, Objectives, and Management Actions to meet that mandate. 
OHV use in both NCAs in managed as Limited to Designated Routes or Closed to OHV use which reduces impacts 
to sensitive/fragile soils.

Associated Comments: 

Information Needs: The document estimates that over half of the Beaver Wash NCA (32,000 acres) comprises sensi-
tive and fragile soils that are moderate to severe erosion hazard (Draft at 359). We could not find a similar estimate 
for the Red Cliffs NCA in the document, but it is characterized by the Moenkopi and Kayenta formations, which con-
tain fragile gypsiferous beds that should support a high percentage of biological soil crust cover (Draft at 489). Given 
that many of the proposed actions will cause erosion, please include a map of Sensitive and Fragile soils in the EIS so 
the public can overlay these resources over other proposed management actions, such as designation of OHV activity 
areas. [5928-4]

Response 340: From the BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) section 5.3 SUPPLEMENTING AN EIS 
“Supplementation” has a particular meaning in the NEPA context. The Supreme Court has explained that supple-
mentation of an EIS is necessary only if there remains major Federal action to occur. (See Norton v. Southern Utah 
Wilderness Alliance, 542 U.S. 55 (2004)). In the case of a land use plan, implementation of the Federal action is the 
signing of a Record of Decision. You must prepare a supplement to a draft or final EIS if, after circulation of a draft or 
final EIS but prior to implementation of the Federal action:

 ▶ you make substantial changes to the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns (40 CFR 
1502.9(c)(1)(i));
 ▶ you add a new alternative that is outside the spectrum of alternatives already analyzed (see Question 29b,CEQ, 
Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations, March 23, 1981); or
 ▶ there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the 
proposed action or its effects (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

None of these circumstances apply to the DEIS. The DEIS analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives and contains the 
analysis necessary for the decision maker to make an informed decision.

Associated Comments: 

The state requests that BLM develop a Supplemental EIS, or other NEPA documentation, pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 
1502.9(c)(1) that corrects the errors in the draft RMP and provides additional information which brings the BLM' s 
draft proposal into compliance with the requirements of OPLMA. BLM must undertake this supplemental analysis 
with the state and Washington County in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the draft 
RMP. [3933-2]

The BLM must prepare a supplement to a draft environmental impact statement (a Supplemental EIS) if "there are 
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed 
action or its irnpact."1 The BLM must also prepare supplemental NEPA documentation to correct errors in prepara-
tion of the initial one, particularly to correct errors of fact and law, in order to avoid violations of the Administrative 
Procedures Act. [3933-4]

A Supplemental EIS is needed for the BLM to achieve this balance between population and resource use 
in Washington County, because BLM is avoiding important considerations through a misinterpretation of 
Congressional intent and plain statutory language. [3933-5]

I request that a supplemental plan be prepared, and Washington County be aloud to submit an alternative. The afore-
mentioned alternatives B, C , and D do not provide enough diversity in options for there to be an acceptable balance 
between use and conservation. They are almost completely conservation oriented. [6196-4]

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management
Response 341: The Travel Management Plan is tiered to this document. It will be released at a later date.

Associated Comments: 

The Draft Plans also address travel management, although no Travel Management Plan is provided with the docu-
ment. [6010-4]

Response 342: The only roads that were closed in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA were closed by Congress. No roads or 
trails have been arbitrarily closed by this plan. Emergency access and fire operations are not affected by OHV man-
agement decisions.

Associated Comments: 

Closing existing roads and trails in Beaver Dam Wash will hurt the environment. These roads are access routes for 
firefighters. Unchecked wildfires have killed more wildlife in the Red Cliffs Tortoise Preserve than any vehicle traffic. 
Roads are needed to keep our wildlife alive! [3469-3

Response 343: This edit was added to Tables 2-33 and 2-67.

Associated Comments: 

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management 157 and 274 2-33 and 2-67 Include Alternative A language in 
Alternatives B, C, and D that references working with the county and Utah Department of Transportation when plan-
ning for future transportation needs, locating route alternatives, and resolving land use conflicts. [5679-163]

Response 344: The process for travel planning is laid out in the DRMP. It also provides a baseline route inventory. It is 
inappropriate to set arbitrary route density limits as this is a function of the TMP.

Associated Comments: 

Since BLM is deferring travel planning from this process, the RMP must set out the process that will be used to 
complete a comprehensive field office-wide travel management plan. The plan should also provide a baseline route 
inventory and use that data to institute road closures that cannot wait until the full travel plan is completed. The 
RMP should also set travel management prescriptions such as route density limits for special management areas, 
such as ACECs/areas of where biological conservation is a priority under FLPMA and the Omnibus Public Land 
Management Act of 2009. [4679-4]

Response 345: The TMP was developed concurrently with the DRMP. It was not issued with the DRMP because 
some decisions in the TMP are dependent on land use planning level decisions in the DRMP. The TMP is tiered to the 
planning document and will be released well before the three-year timeline.

Associated Comments: 

The BLM Manual for NCAs says "[t]o the extent practicable, a travel and transportation network should be identi-
fied d11ring the develop1J1ent qf the ... NCA land 11se , Pla11..." BLM Man11al 6620, Section 1.6N (e1J1phasis 
added). The BLM Manual on Travel and Transportation, provides that "A defined travel and transportation net-
work (system of roads, primitive roads, and trails) should be delineated concmrentfy with the development of the 
land use plan, to the extent practicable ...." BLM Ma1111al 1626, Section .06B (e1J1phasis added). Furthermore, 
"Resource Management Plans shall address access across BLM-managed lands to federal-and state-owned waters." 
BLM Ma1111al 1626, Section .06A2d. OPLMA expressly required both the RMP and the Travel Management Plan 
(TMP) to be completed within three years. Nevertheless, the TMP was not issued with the DRMP. Section 1.6.1.8,p. 
32. [4674-37]
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Response 346: The TMP is tiered to the DRMP, not the other way around. The TMP is an implementation level plan. 
The DRMP is a land use plan. The potential impacts referenced by the commenter are impacts that would result from 
implementation level decisions and will be thoroughly analyzed in the TMP.

Associated Comments: 

Identify alternative routes, as required, rather than a single corridor. * If the routes cannot be designated without 
the TMP, delay issuance of the final plan until the TMP is final, to address these requirements in proper context. 
[4674-48]

Response 347: The process for travel planning is laid out in the DRMP. It also provides a baseline route inventory. It 
is inappropriate to set arbitrary route density limits in this document as this is a function of the TMP. In the travel 
management plan (TMP) each route is evaluated on its own merits as well as how it functions within the transporta-
tion network and impacts the environment. This eliminates the need to set arbitrary route density limits.

Associated Comments: 

Since BLM is deferring travel planning from this process, the RMP must set out the process that will be used to 
complete a comprehensive field office-wide travel management plan. The plan should also provide a baseline route 
inventory and use that data to institute road closures that cannot wait until the full travel plan is completed. The RMP 
should also set travel management prescriptions such as route density limits for special management areas, such as 
ACECs/areas of where biological conservation is a priority under FLPMA and the Omnibus. [5917-15]

Response 348: The designation of individual routes is an implementation level planning effort. Washington County 
has been involved in that process from the beginning.

Associated Comments: 

The Management Actions reference the TMP; however, the TMP has been divided into a separate document and has 
not been made available for public review. It continues to be a concern that this RMP is setting the policies that will 
ultimately determine the route selection in the TMP. These routes should be reviewed while stakeholders still have an 
opportunity to comment on the land management policies. [5899-59]

Response 349: This comment is out of scope for this planning effort. The travel management plan being developed in 
conjunction with Washington County is identical to the USFS Dixie NF plan.

Associated Comments: 

BLM has policy direction for units of the National Landscape Conservation System that requires designation of roads 
only when required for public health and safety, are necessary for the exercise of valid existing rights, minimize im-
pacts to fragile resources, or further the purposes for which an area was designated. This is, in short, the "minimum 
road network" necessary for protection of the values for which the unit was designated. BLM should both analyze a 
minimum road network alternative and choose it as the best option consistent with BLM policy and for the protec-
tion of values of the NCAs. [5917-20]

Having been a contributing member in the Pine Valley Ranger District's Off Road trail designation plan, and its 
subsequent maps, I believe that there is a definite need for this same format to be enforced within the jurisdiction o 
the St George office of BLM. * Uneducated use of Off Road vehicles must be addressed and the subsequent damage to 
habitat and those lands corrected [6167-2]

Response 350: This comment is outside the scope of this land use planning process as it discusses implementation 
level planning. This process is part of the travel management plan (TMP) which has not yet been released as it will 
be tiered to the OHV Area Designations in this document. Public comments on the TMP will be accepted when it is 
released for public review.

Associated Comments: 

The Lands Bill had provisions that all the trails have to be monitored annually. BLM has to assess the effects of trails 
on wildlife and wildlife habitat, natural resources, and cultural resources. BLM should carefully design the High 
Desert Off-Highway Vehicle Trail to avoid important natural areas and to prevent illegal off-trail impacts. The Lands 
Bill also requires that only OHV trails already designated as OHV trails at the signing of the bill are to be used for the 
High Desert Off-Highway Vehicle Trail. [5897-17]

BLM must identify both existing restrictions on motorized access and other areas that can be damaged by motorized 
use on all maps used in travel planning. User-created routes should be distinguished from legitimate roads on travel 
planning maps, and, where they were created illegally, should be excluded from the baseline inventory. [5917-18]

The Lands Bill had provisions that all the trails have to be monitored annually. BLM has to assess the effects of trails 
on wildlife and wildlife habitat, natural resources, and cultural resources. BLM should carefully design the High 
Desert Off-Highway Vehicle Trail to avoid important natural areas and to prevent illegal off-trail impacts. The Lands 
Bill also requires that only OHV trails already designated as OHV trails at the signing of the bill are to be used for the 
High Desert Off-Highway Vehicle Trail. [5897-17]

BLM must assess the baseline of existing routes based on 1999 or prior aerial photography and current BLM inven-
tories. Only those additional routes created through the NEPA process after 1999 should be considered in the official 
inventory of trails. Any other route not part of the official route inventory should be considered through this process 
as a new route added to the System. [5897-18]

In Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) route selection BLM should use science to designate travel routes to improve the 
health of the landscape; the Travel Plan must prioritize protection of the ecological values of the county rather than 
simply labeling the majority of the county as limited to designated roads. Wildlife habitat, soil and watersheds as well 
as historic buildings and cultural resources need to be protected. [5897-20]

In sensitive wildlife areas outside of the NCAs, where OHV use is not appropriate Only roads that meet BLM's road 
definition be allowed and no primitive roads or trails for motorized use because they lead to more off-road impacts. 
Closure of grazed areas and removal of harmful livestock facilities will aid in effective road closures and rehabilitation 
actions [5897-21]

Determine how OHV use will impact important winter nesting area for waterfowl along the north-south flyways 
of the Beaver Dam Wash and other migratory bird nesting and wildlife seasonal habitat needs across the region. 
[5897-26]

I also want to comment on ATV use in the entire area of BLM land. I own 4 ATVs and use them on public land. I 
know for certain that any ground opened for ATV use will be degraded by their use. You cannot find an area where 
ATV riders have not abused any privilege they have been given. Trails that I use that started at 6 feet in width now are 
20 foot wide or more. Please do not open any more areas to ATV or any off road use. [5881-1]

Response 351: This comment was accepted and the language was included.

Associated Comments: 

Table 2-67: We suggest that the goals for the Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management section should 
also include the following: * Promoting public health and safety * Developing a transportation system that complies 
with OPLMA enabling legislation * Developing a transportation system that is compatible with and serves the trans-
portation needs of the broader community context. [5899-61]

Response 352: The Multi-Species Management Area is not being carried forward into the Proposed Plan 
Amendment. The process for travel planning is laid out in the DRMP, which also provides a baseline route inven-
tory. It is inappropriate to set arbitrary route density limits in this document as this is a function of the travel man-
agement plan (TMP). In the TMP, each route is evaluated on its own merits as well as how it functions within the 
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transportation network as a whole, and how it impacts the environment. This holistic approach eliminates the need to 
set arbitrary route density limits.

Associated Comments: 

We recommend management of the BVMMSMA follow these proposed road management objectives and goals: * 
Manage motorized vehicular use as Limited to Designated Roads and Trails. * Establish road and motorized trail den-
sity standards within the management area to conform to the best scientific recommendations, generally less than one 
mile per square mile (Lyon 1979; Van Dyke et al. 1986a,b; Fox 1989. Trombulak and Frissell 2000; Reed et al. 1996; 
Strittholt and DellaSala 2001; Davidson et al. 1996). Ensure that there will be no net increases in road densities above 
a scientific credible threshold to maintain the security of core habitat areas (Forest Service 2012: unpaginated, Tables 
16b-9 and 16b-10). * Existing and/or designated roads and/or trails will be subject to closures if conflicts with wildlife 
cannot be mitigated (BLM 2012:2-55). * Establish and implement in a timely manner mitigation standards for exist-
ing roads and primitive roads or highways crossing public land to facilitate movement of wildlife including a reduc-
tion in mortality of wildlife from vehicle collisions (modified from BLM 2012:2-55). * Do not authorize new perma-
nent roads within the BVMMSMA in order to maintain unfragmented habitat for wildlife migration and dispersal 
(BLM 2006:21). * Since BLM is deferring travel planning from this process, the RMP must set out in a timely manner 
the process that will be used to complete a comprehensive field office-wide travel management plan. The plan should 
also provide a baseline route inventory and use that data to institute road closures that cannot wait until the full travel 
plan is completed. The RMP should also set travel management prescriptions such as route density limits for special 
management areas, such as BVMWMA. [4679-21]

Response 353: The BLM has worked closely with Washington County on the development of the TMP. It would not 
have been possible to have completed drafts of the DRMP and the TMP ready for release at the same time. The TMP 
will be released within the three year timeline.

Associated Comments: 

In postponing issuance of the TMP, BLM was required to, among other things, identify any incomplete travel and 
transportation tasks, outline additional data needs and a strategy to collect needed information, provide a clear plan-
ning sequence for subsequent road and trail selection and identification. BLM Ma1111al 1626, Section .06B2d. Given 
the lengthy process already completed for the TMP, it is difficult to accept that this plan couldn't be made available 
concurrently with the DRMP to allow for adequate understanding of the overall plans affecting important local inter-
ests. [4674-38]

Response 354: All of the decisions listed are implementation level decisions and are not appropriate for inclusion in a 
land use plan. The travel management plan (TMP) has been coordinated with Washington County.

Associated Comments: 

Similarly, major management decisions related to the Transportation Management Plan (TMP), recreation, and archi-
tectural design standards have been deferred to subsequent studies. It is concerning that major management decisions 
are not included in this process. We request that a Transportation Management Plan be coordinated with Washington 
County, St. George City, the Dixie MPO and the public prior to finalization of the RMP. [5899-22] 

Response 355: Making area designations is required prior to making individual route designations. This is why the 
TMP is tiered to the DRMP (this document). The TMP is an implementation level plan. The DRMP is a land use plan. 
The potential impacts referenced by the commenter are impacts that would result from implementation level deci-
sions and will be thoroughly analyzed in the TMP.

Associated Comments: 

Postpone issuance of the DRMP until the TMP has been issued and leave the comment period open to ensure that 
impacts of the TMP can be addressed. [4674-40] 

Is it a mistake to have this plan out for review when the TMP is not available? So much of the Transportation element 
refers to this TMP and it is not even available? [6467-1]

Response 356: The roads and trails open to the public in the Red Cliffs NCA are unchanged.

Associated Comments: 

Planning Area: Red Cliffs NCA Please do not limit or close any access ways or roads in this area. We ride Southern 
Utah, as well as central and eastern Utah often each year for the past 5 years. [6479-3]

Response 357: There are no road closures in the plans that were not specified by Congress. The travel management 
plan is the level at which decisions are made on specific roads as to open or closed or seasonally restricted. The travel 
management plan is an implementation level document.

Associated Comments: 

The restrictions on motorized use are excessive. The RMP should not be specific on open or closed roads, but should 
be limited to general areas that are open or closed to cross country travel. The Subsequent Travel Management 
Plan should be the level at which decisions are made on specific roads as to open or closed or seasonally restricted. 
[5677-5]

Response 358: Developing area designations is required prior to making individual route designations. This is why 
the TMP is tiered to the DRMP. The TMP is an implementation level plan. The DRMP is a land use plan. The poten-
tial impacts referenced by the commenter are impacts that would result from implementation level decisions and will 
be thoroughly analyzed in the TMP.

Associated Comments: 

NEPA guidance shows that the TMP is a connected action. The omission of a TMP precludes an adequate analysis of 
the plan's impacts, particularly for water and other utilities, given the strict limitations on uses proposed. The closure 
of open OHV areas and revocation of mountain bike trail designations are likely pre-decisional and preclude the 
consideration of many options and alternatives in the upcoming TMP. It is unclear whether and how access to exist-
ing and potential water resources will be affected given that the TMP is referenced and relied upon in the DRMP. The 
DRMP states, ''While the specific route designations developed in the TMP would have the most direct and indirect 
benefits on water resources, all alternatives are identical and afford a high level of protection to soils and water quality, 
based on the area designations." Section 4.26.2.8, p. 747. Without the TMP information, additional impacts of impor-
tance may not be identified in comments offered today. [4674-39] 

Response 359: Congress made the majority of travel planning decisions in this area through the creation of "desig-
nated road areas." Travel planning in the NCA outside the designated road areas will include full public involvement 
with the draft travel management plan.

Associated Comments: 

In the Beaver Dam Wash NCA the public portion of the travel planning in this area was completely non-existent. I re-
alize that this is outside the scope of this planning process but it should be a point well taken when considering travel 
planning in the Field Office management area [4704-13]

Response 360: This statement is correct, which is why no roads or trails have been arbitrarily closed by this plan. 

Associated Comments: 

Responsible use of motor vehicles is a legitimate low-impact use of, and enjoyment of public land. [3606-1]

APPENDIX J APPENDIX J



BDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan AmendmentAppendices AppendicesBDWNCA • RCNCA  • SGFO Plan Amendment 517516

Response 361: This comment is partially out of scope as it discusses implementation level decisions. Making spe-
cific locations accessible (or inaccessible) to the public is one of the functions of the travel management plan (TMP). 
Public comments on the TMP will be accepted when it is released for public review.

Associated Comments: 

I am in favor of protection of cultural, historical and geologic features. However, I am in favor of management op-
tions that allow access to see and admire most of these treasures to as many people as feasible. This choice obviously 
precludes shutting them off to OHV access. However, I think that there are some sites that should be designated as 
closed to vehicle accessible due to a high risk of vandalism, theft or other damage. I think these closed areas should be 
determined by good evidence and research and not arbitrarily. [5680-8]

Response 362: Changing the OHV area designation of the Goldstrike area from "Open" to "Limited" would not 
change existing access nor would it limit recreation opportunities. Areas designated as “open” are intended for inten-
sive cross-country OHV use and any type of vehicle is permitted at all times, anywhere in the area. Because unregu-
lated cross-country use is allowed, open areas are limited to a size that can be effectively managed and geographically 
identified to offer a quality OHV opportunity for participants. BLM Handbook H-8342, Travel and Transportation 
Management, states: Expansive open areas allowing cross-country travel, without a corresponding and identified user 
need or demand, will not be designated in RMP revisions or new travel management plans. This means there are two 
criteria for open areas: 1) The terrain must be conducive to cross-country travel; and 2) There must be a user demand. 
The Goldstrike area meets neither of these criteria. The terrain around Goldstrike is steep, heavily vegetated, and is 
not conducive to cross-country travel. In fact, cross-country travel is quite difficult in this area. In 2015, traffic counts 
in the Goldstrike area totaled less than 4,000 annual visits. This is a very low number, particularly when compared to 
the Sand Mountain OHV Area, which had 120,000 visits in 2015. The roads and trails in the Goldstrike area would 
still available for OHV use, but cross-country travel would not be allowed. These same criteria apply to the other areas 
proposed by Washington County. All public lands in Washington County were studied for their OHV potential. The 
Sand Mountain Open OHV Area, which was retained in all alternatives, is the only area which met the criteria out-
lined in BLM Manual 1626, Travel and Transportation Management.

Associated Comments: 

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management 319, 2-72 The largest open ride OHV area in the county 
is being eliminated. The county proposes opening other, more appropriate areas to cross country OHV travel. The 
county understands that new guidelines make the current open ride area ineligible, but this is not a zero sum game. 
As the manager of the largest portion of the county, BLM can adjust to make sure that open ride opportunities are not 
reduced but only relocated [5679-194]

Response 363: Changing an OHV area designation from "Open" to "Limited" would not change existing access nor 
would it limit existing recreation opportunities. It only restricts motor vehicles from driving cross-country. The only 
motorized closures in this plan came from Congress through the creation of "designated road areas." No roads or 
trails have been arbitrarily closed by this plan. 

Associated Comments: 

Reasonable alternatives to motorized closures must be pursued. The continual loss of motorized recreational opportu-
nities is our primary concern. Because of the significant cumulative effect of motorized closures at this point in time, 
we feel strongly that there can be "no net loss" of motorized recreational opportunities with the Beaver Dam Wash 
National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Resource Management Plans and a Draft 
Amendment project. [4699-3]

Response 364: Changing the OHV area designation of the Goldstrike area from "Open" to "Limited" would not 
change existing access nor would it limit recreation opportunities. Areas designated as “open” are intended for 

intensive cross-country OHV use and any type of vehicle is permitted at all times, anywhere in the area. Because 
unregulated cross-country use is allowed, open areas are limited to a size that can be effectively managed and geo-
graphically identified to offer a quality OHV opportunity for participants. BLM Handbook H-8342, Travel and 
Transportation Management, states: Expansive open areas allowing cross-country travel, without a corresponding 
and identified user need or demand, will not be designated in RMP revisions or new travel management plans. This 
means there are two criteria for open areas: 1) The terrain must be conducive to cross-country travel; and 2) There 
must be a user demand. The Goldstrike area meets neither of these criteria. The terrain around Goldstrike is steep, 
heavily vegetated, and is not conducive to cross-country travel. In fact, cross-country travel is quite difficult in this 
area. In 2015, traffic counts in the Goldstrike area totaled less than 4,000 annual visits. This is a very low number, 
particularly when compared to the Sand Mountain OHV Area, which had 120,000 visits in 2015. The roads and trails 
in the Goldstrike area would still available for OHV use, but cross-country travel would not be allowed. 

Associated Comments: 

The BLM produced neither scientific nor public safety statistic injuries, including fatalities that would warrant the 
closure of the largest open ride area for travel in Washington County. We have cross country sites that we access 
for communication to reach Utah Hill, springs we check for our water rights, harvesting pine nuts, and use MT076 
to access our north section of property. We must have ingress and egress because there was a wildfire in 2006 that 
surrounded our property. The current open designation in Goldstrike or Alternative A is supported by us and 
Washington County and is the best decision for the future condition of this section of land. We would even support 
Congress designating this open ride area as a Special Recreation Management Area, especially since Congress desig-
nated the High Desert ATV trail that will be included in this section of land in Goldstrike. [5926-3]

I oppose the elimination of the county''s largest open ATV ride area. I''ve been living and riding in the are for a long 
time and it seems little by little our riding area is dwindling. Riding is such a huge part of my family culture. I would 
hate to see it eventually be eliminated all together. [5285-1]

The Draft RMP proposes a range of added restrictions on OHV use in the NCAs including a reference on page 175 
suggesting that "some commercial, competitive, large group and camping opportunities could be reduced or have 
more restrictions .... increasing opportunities for backpacking and hiking." It further proposes to reclassify the Gold 
Strike area that currently is open to unrestricted use to prescribed trail use only. Ivins City has numerous residents 
who own OHVs many of whor:n live here because of its close proximity to off road recreation areas including those 
managed by the BLM. Off road recreation has become part of the culture of the region and Ivins City specifically. It 
is our position that excessively restricting OHV use in favor of other recreational uses is inconsistent with the RMP's 
stated objective calling for multiple use. The goals relating to special status species could be met with better educa-
tion and visitor information and enforcement of hunting regulations already imposed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
service. Therefore Ivins City objects to further limitations on trail access for OHV recreational use and game retrieval. 
[5901-10]

I would like the BLM know that, regarding the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area and Red Cliffs 
National Conservation Area, that I am opposed to the proposed governmental restrictions. There are so many. A few 
include eliminating the open ATV ride area [6156-2]

No specific environmental or safety statistics have been presented to justify the changing of the OHV designation 
from open to designated only. You yourself suggested that there had actually been a decrease in use of the area, nulli-
fying the environmental argument. When pressed you said that it may be changed because that is becoming the stan-
dard across the nation. I submit that this is not a valid reason to change the designation when there has been minimal 
impact from open use, and those who use it do so responsibly. [6196-3]

Response 365: Changing the OHV area designation of the Goldstrike area from "Open" to "Limited" would not 
change existing access nor would it limit recreation opportunities. Areas designated as “open” are intended for inten-
sive cross-country OHV use and any type of vehicle is permitted at all times, anywhere in the area. Because unregu-
lated cross-country use is allowed, open areas are limited to a size that can be effectively managed and geographically 
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identified to offer a quality OHV opportunity for participants. BLM Handbook H-8342, Travel and Transportation 
Management, states: Expansive open areas allowing cross-country travel, without a corresponding and identified user 
need or demand, will not be designated in RMP revisions or new travel management plans. This means there are two 
criteria for open areas: 1) The terrain must be conducive to cross-country travel; and 2) There must be a user demand. 
The Goldstrike area meets neither of these criteria. The terrain around Goldstrike is steep, heavily vegetated, and is 
not conducive to cross-country travel. In fact, cross-country travel is quite difficult in this area. In 2015, traffic counts 
in the Goldstrike area totaled less than 4,000 annual visits. This is a very low number, particularly when compared to 
the Sand Mountain OHV Area, which had 120,000 visits in 2015. The roads and trails in the Goldstrike area would 
still available for OHV use, but cross-country travel would not be allowed. In the travel management plan, this area is 
the focal point of the "High Desert ATV Trail" which was required by OPLMA. It is intended to be exactly what the 
author requests, a state of the art riding area with interconnected routes.

Associated Comments: 

Much of this area was previously set aside as an open to cross-country motorized travel area. Considering all the 
other "restricted" areas in the Field Office area I would ask that a planned OHV trail system to considered for this 
area. The existing travel system could be augmented with new planned connecting routes to provide a state-of-the-art 
riding area. We have similar areas for the non-motorized community and I would hope we could give some consider-
ation the motorized community as well. This is an area where OHV use could be planned and managed for the grow-
ing population who come here to recreate rather than adding to the continuing list of areas being restricted [4704-12]

Response 366: The Federal Lands Policy Management Act states that it is the duty of the BLM to manage public lands 
for multiple use and sustained yield. The commenter is under the false impression that access is being taken away. No 
roads or trails have been arbitrarily closed by this plan.

Associated Comments: 

I request that the BLM adopt Alternative A. It is the duty of the BLM to protect the historical uses of the land which 
include outdoor recreating. I ride ATV''s on these trail with senior friends who would not be able to enjoy this beauti-
ful scenery if they could not access it with an ATV and if it became more restrictive. [3524-1]

Response 367: All public lands in Washington County were studied for their OHV potential. The Sand Mountain 
Open OHV Area, which was retained in all alternatives, is the only area which met the criteria outlined in BLM 
Manual 1626, Travel and Transportation Management.

Associated Comments: 

2-72 , Washington County Commission Supports Travel 2-73 Management and would like to emphasize a new open 
ride area in the Hildale area of Washington County. [5679-200]

Response 368: There are no OHV closures proposed in this plan. Changing the OHV area designation of the 
Goldstrike area from "Open" to "Limited" would not change existing access nor would it limit recreation opportuni-
ties. The roads and trails in the Goldstrike area would still available for OHV use, but cross-country travel would not 
be allowed.

Associated Comments: 

I further would like to comment that I am disappointed at the possibility that ATV use may be further restricted any-
where in the state of Utah. Closures of areas seem to be increasingly common and I strongly disapprove of any action 
that would close more areas to ATVs. [2993-1]

Response 369: The intent of this comment is unclear. If the commenter is suggesting that this plan is closing routes 
thus making them inaccessible to disabled individuals, this is incorrect. No routes were closed by this plan.

Associated Comments: 

Physically sound OHV enthusiasts are not the only users of motorized vehicles potentially impacted by the Draft 
RMP however. Over thirty million people in the United States have difficulty walking or climbing stairs. A variety of 
other maladies make back country foot travel extremely difficult or altogether impossible for another twenty million 
people nationwide. For these individuals access to outdoor recreation areas is made possible only through the use 
of motorized conveyances. While Ivins City supports reasonable conservation efforts they should not come at the 
expense of an entire class of recreational users. [5901-9]

Response 370: There is no OHV area closures proposed in this plan. The travel management plan was not developed 
in Washington DC. It was developed here in Utah, with input from local agencies, organized motorized and non-
motorized user groups, and individuals.

Associated Comments: 

I just love the St. George area precisely because there are so many trails and 4x4 riding options, including historical 
roads like the Honeymoon Trail. I come down every Fall to extend my riding season, which ends here in October 
but down there not until December. I ride a TrailWay 200 dual sport (street legal)and stay mostly on two track trails 
or regular dirt roads. Although I might be able to continue riding a mix of pavement and dirt roads I certainly don''t 
want to see currently legal roads and trails closed, and I think the St. George office is best equipped to decide what to 
do about illegal trails and historical roads and trails rather than the BLM in Washington. [3227-1]

Response 371: There are no roads and trails used by the St. George Jeepers that were closed by this plan. The only 
roads that were closed in the NCA's were done so by congressional action within the Beaver Dam Wash NCA "desig-
nated road areas."

Associated Comments: 

As a person with some handicaps I find that I am not able to visit this beautiful country without some means of trans-
port. To propose limits beyond existing roads and trails in large areas would make it impossible for me to see those 
sites which I love to visit. If the Government is serious about treating everyone equal, then access restrictions favor 
the fit. I recognize that individuals may take advantage in their journeys to deviate from existing roads and trails. This 
is an issue of policing and training - not an issue of restriction that then excludes a significant part of the population 
who are not able to traverse the foot paths. [5918-1]

I have since just joined the St. George Jeepers and love our weekly outings. Now we are confronted with some pro-
posed changes that I object to our group for the most part objects to, and my understanding even the St. George city 
council objects to. I have read the various proposals and believe Proposal "A" is least restrictive and does not harm or 
jeopardize our environment. These areas are our last true frontiers. [5994-1]

My question is that if there is no significant impact why do the management plan alternatives B, C and D propose 
spending/wasting tax money to close roads which the BLM has already determined are not a problem? [6087-1]

Section 4.1.2.2 states at the beginning that the impact on land use from recreation, visitor services and comprehen-
sive travel and transportation "...are not expected to be of sufficient quantity or duration to create air quality issues..." 
The second paragraph states that Alternative B, C and D would spend tax dollars "...to reclaim closes and redundant 
unpaved routes..." My question is that if there is no significant impact why do the management plan alternatives B, C 
and D propose spending/wasting tax money to close roads which the BLM has already determined are not a problem? 
[6087-2]

Several years ago you (the federal government) closed the clay hills outside of Hanksville, Utah which was a great 
place to ride and not bother anyone. You left what?, a square mile to ride atvs? I rode that area for 25 years and now 
my children and grandchildren will probably never go out there. Nobody uses the area. It is a waste land perfect for 
what we used it for. I made over 50 2 to 3 day trips there and saw no more than 5 hikers, no bicyclers, and no campers 
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other than AVT users which were many on some occasions. I am strongly against closing more lands and or restrict-
ing use. [6166-1]

Travel Restriction- It is unclear what new travel restriction will be proposed with the RFP. Until local entities and the 
public has the opportunity to review these closures or changes they should not be included in the RFP. [6230-5]

As mentioned above, I am 65 y.o.a. My friends and I have to use our motorcycles or ATV's to enjoy our public lands. 
We are responsible and protect the Environment. We are tired of constant closures and restrictions put on us by the 
Federal Government with their Land Grabbing agenda. There are enough Wilderness and closed areas here already. 
[6243-1]

Please DO NOT close any roads, or in anyway, limit access to federal management areas. I can accept option A. I can-
not accept B, C or D. I ride the trails and roads year around, and guide other riders. We use Washington Co. roads as 
well as other counties in the state. I guide for the tri-county ATV Jamboree. I have spent 25-75 days each year, from 
2010 to the present, off road enjoying Utah [6479-1].

Planning area: Beaver Dam Wash NCA please do not limit or close any access ways or roads in this area. We ride 
South Utah many times each year for each of the past 5 years. [6479-2]

We don't need to change the status of the Beaver Dam Wash. Our ATV use does not damage anything yet offers a 
great deal of enjoyment to many people. [6489-1]

Response 372: This comment is outside the scope of this planning effort.

Associated Comments: 

The historical road on the East Fork Beaver Dam Wash was closed and has an illegal gate that denies our access to our 
property from the south end. This was a recent action probably within the last five months. [5926-5]

Response 373: There is considerable evidence that suggests when parking a vehicle on very dry grasses; the heat from 
the engine can ignite those grasses.

Associated Comments: 

"Substantial limitations on OHV use would decrease the probability of wildland fire occurrence and potential for high 
intensity wildland fires": I believe this is an opinionated statement without much statistical evidence to support it. 
OHV's with legal spark arrestor exhaust systems do not create the threat that others so (such as smokers, campfires, 
vehicle flats and the like.) Remove that statement! [5919-9]

Response 374: ATV use is allowed on designated roads in both NCA's and throughout the field office.

Associated Comments: 

Limited use for ATV's should also be allowed. I know the effects ATV's can have on the land so I believe it should be 
limited but not disallowed. Again the trails should be built to minimize the effects on the environment and should be 
well identified and maintained. [4708-9]

Response 375: Congress limited road access in the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and the Sand Mountain OHV Area is 
open in all alternatives.

Associated Comments: 

I am in favor of limited access on most of the public lands of concern, particularly in the Beaver Dam area and the 
rest of the public lands in the region. (The exception is the Sand Mountain OHV area, where I favor the current open 
road access policy.) [5680-5]

Response 376: This comment is outside the scope of this land use planning process as it discusses implementation 
level planning. All roads are open unless signed or physically closed. This is a decision born of practicality. To sign 
roads as open, there would have to be a sign at every intersection on public lands. With 2,278 miles of roads and trails 
in the St. George Field Office, there are thousands of intersections. 

Associated Comments: 

Travel routes on BLM land should be marked OPEN. If the road is not marked Open it would be closed. The advan-
tage of this approach is people would more likely stay on the road and establishes an open road system and the public 
is less likely to take down the closed signs. [5897-19]

Response 377: Driving cross-country often results in route proliferation. Allowing ATV access to downed animals 
assists this proliferation by creating/leaving new motorized tracks where none previously existed. Hunters have been 
retrieving game for decades without the use of ATV's. The commenter states that this decision would eliminate hunt-
ing opportunities for the young, elderly, and physically limited to hunt. The State of Utah DNR has an "Accessible 
Wildlife" program in place specifically to assist these individuals.

Associated Comments: 

The RMP needs to allow for off road travel for the retrieval of big game animals. This provision will allow the elderly, 
handicapped and young hunters to more effectively retrieve game and avoid waste of animals while not causing 
resource damage. It is easy on the land to simply go to the animal and back, and easily policed in that the individual 
would have to have a downed animal to be allowed off the roadway. [5677-6]

Response 378: Driving cross-country often results in route proliferation. Allowing ATV access to downed animals 
assists this proliferation by creating/leaving new motorized tracks where none previously existed. Hunters have been 
retrieving game for decades without the use of ATV's. The commenter states that this decision would eliminate hunt-
ing opportunities for the young, elderly, and physically limited to hunt. The State of Utah DNR has an "Accessible 
Wildlife" program in place specifically to assist these individuals. The commenter also states that this would incentiv-
ize hunters to abandon downed animals that are difficult to retrieve. But if an animal is difficult to retrieve, the terrain 
is either too steep or the vegetation too thick for ATV retrieval to be practical.

Associated Comments: 

Washington County requests a modification of the travel language to ensure that hunters can use ATVs to retrieve 
downed game animals in non-wilderness areas. The travel Comprehensive management plan should address this is-
sue, but in the Travel and 2-72 interim between the travel management plan and this RMP, the RMP needs to address 
the issue. Allowing ATV access to downed animals will enable the young, elderly, and physically limited to hunt. It 
will also encourage good stewardship by not incentivizing hunters to abandon downed animals that are difficult to 
retrieve. [5679-199]

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Response 379: There is no correlation between ACEC designation and bee habitat or survival.

Associated Comments: 

Lack of pollinators is thought to be a major contributor to species decline in bear claw poppy, Holmgren astraga-
lus. Increased ACEC acreage increases the chances that some of these ground nesting bees might have survived. 
[5928-42]

Response 380: The BLM has not identified livestock grazing in the potential ACECs as a threat to the relevant and 
important values; therefore there are not ACEC management actions to change the current livestock grazing use.
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Associated Comments: 

Livestock grazing and OHV recreation is accommodated in many other places in the planning area. All ACECs 
should be closed to both of these uses, which were identified in USFWS as a threat to Dwarf Bearclaw poppy, 
Holmgren milkvetch, and Gierisch globemallow [5928-37]

Response 381: From the BLM ACEC manual 1613 (.1 B 1.) under importance it reads "Has more than locally sig-
nificant qualities which give it special worth, consequence, meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for concern, especially 
when compared to any similar resource". Therefore, one of the criteria a value must have to be determined important 
is more than local significance. Appendix E of the DEIS details the evaluation of each proposed ACEC and docu-
ments the BLM's determination of relevance and importance.

Associated Comments: 

The ACEC direction in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 BLM Manual 1613.33 E Reasons for Designating or not designating requires 
an explanation for failure to designate. Most of the proposed ACECs were judged by the BLM to have "only local 
importance". Aren't all these species local? That's what makes them rare. As a rationale for not designating an ACEC, 
it lacks clarity. None of the reasons suggested in BLM Manual 1613 for failing to designate an ACEC mention the 
phrase "only of local importance" as an explanation. Please explain in detail what this is, why it applies to so many of 
the proposed ACECs, and how it renders an area unsuitable for ACEC designation. [5928-43]

Response 382: The congressional designation as an NCA and associated withdrawals from the public land laws along 
with the management actions contemplated in the DEIS result in increased protection for the desert tortoise and its 
habitat. See Table 4-7 Impact Analysis for Revocation of the Beaver Dam Slope ACEC Designation on page 695 of the 
DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

With regards to the following statement on Page 659, Section 4.10, "Under Alternatives B, C, and D, the ACEC desig-
nation would be revoked, but would not result in lesser levels of protection for the relevance and importance values 
of the ACEC," what are the current protections provided under the ACEC status that would no longer be applied if 
the ACEC status is rescinded? Given that the function of ACECs is to protect targeted resources, which includes the 
desert tortoise in this case, wouldn't existing protections be eliminated or reduced if the ACEC status is eliminated? 
There should be a table showing exactly how elimination of this ACEC status would affect current management. It 
is our understanding, for example, that ACEC status obligates the BLM to prioritize funding in ACECs for proactive 
management even when funding is limited. Wouldn't eliminating the ACEC status adversely affect BLM's criteria for 
high priority of funding and managing these areas? [6287-6]

20 659 4.10 With regards to the following statement, "Under Alternatives B, C, and D, the ACEC designation would 
be revoked, but would not result in lesser levels of protection for the relevance and importance values of the ACEC," 
what are the current protections provided under the ACEC status that would no longer be applied if the ACEC status 
is rescinded? Given that the function of ACECs is to protect targeted resources, which includes the desert tortoise in 
this case, wouldn't existing protections be eliminated or reduced if the ACEC status is eliminated? There should be a 
table showing exactly how elimination of this ACEC status would affect current management [6287-31]

Response 383: Beginning with the NOI published in the federal register May 5, 2010 the BLM has been clear that the 
ACEC process would be used to address section 1979 of OPLMA "The plan amendment will also consider nomina-
tions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern on public lands in Washington County ‘‘where biological conser-
vation is a priority,’’ pursuant to section 1979 of Public Law 111–11."

Associated Comments: 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. 295, 2-70 Amend the goal language. Right now is reads "Biological conser-
vation and restoration mandates from OPLMA (Section 1979) for priority biological areas are satisfied through the 

administrative designation of new ACECs." This is not a goal. BLM could satisfy OPLMA Section 1979 by designat-
ing priority biological areas in existing designations. Both NCAs contain critical tortoise habitat along with sensitive 
aquatic and plant species. No new ACECs need to be created to fulfill that mandate. Because objectives and manage-
ment are based on that goal language, the entire section needs to be rewritten. Since ACECs are not required to satisfy 
OPLMA, considering them in the NCA RMP is inappropriate. They should only be considered when SGFO RMP is 
being revised if at all. [5679-191]

Response 384: All of the potential ACECs restrict OHV use to reduce or eliminate potential impacts.

Associated Comments: 

The management prescriptions for these ACECs should protect the native ecosystems and prohibit entry by offroad 
vehicles. [4532-2

Response 385: The Bull Valley Mulit-Species Management area would not place any restrictions on OHV access or 
hunting.

Associated Comments: 

In our meeting, and in other instances there has been no objective substantial evidence supporting the creation of a 
Priority Biological Area, as shown in alternatives B,C, and D. I am concerned that the creation of this new area would 
allow for the future creation of wilderness areas and other more restrictive designations. It is my hope that the area 
will continue to be available for use by me and my posterity. Including that of hunting and OHV riding. [6196-2]

Response 386: The BLM complied with section 1979 of OPLMA by the consideration of new ACECs and the Bull 
Valley Mountains Multi-Species Management Area see Tables 2-70 and 2-71 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

More specifically, BLM's Preferred Alternative B does not fulfill the mandate in Section 1979 (a) (1) and (2) of 
OPLMA, that directs BLM, to "identify areas located in the County where biological conservation is a priority; and 
undertake activities to conserve and restore plant and animal species and natural communities within such areas." 
BLM's inclusion of just three new ACECs for plant protection leaves many rich biological areas in the county unpro-
tected. Since these arid lands are becoming drier, we shouldn't pass up an opportunity to protect BLM's river parcels 
- the land that includes the Virgin and Santa Clara rivers and North Creek, and their riparian zones and floodplains, 
which provide habitat to many special status species identified in the Virgin River Recovery Plan. Our data is includ-
ed in our previous scoping comments for ACEC nominations that can be found on our website. [5896-35]

Designate necessary proposed Areas of Critical Environment Concern (ACEC) and an important wildlife movement 
corridor; We are concerned that BLM has not taken an expansive enough look at the many relevant and important 
values in parcels of lands that the RMP rejected as ACECs. The Virgin River, the Santa Clara River and North Creek 
located on BLM land are important resources that require special management as ACECs. [5897-3]

Response 387: The values and impacts associated with the management of the potential ACECs is detailed in Chapter 
4 Environmental Consequences on pages 863-880 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Designating Areas of Critical Environmental Concern for threatened, endangered, and at-risk species. Answer: After 
being in this area many times more than anybody working at the BLM or others, I would like to see what evidence is 
really pointing to any threated species or endangered biological plant life. [3929-4]
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Response 388: The BLM is not proposing to close any roads or trails as part of the management of the potential 
ACECs. How BLM enforces land use planning decisions is not a process that is detailed in a land use plan. Fencing is 
an implementation action that would be considered on a case by case basis. 

Associated Comments: 

The draft RMP lacks specificity current conditions of proposed ACECs and proposed management. There is no map 
showing current road or trails in the ACECs. Also, enforcement and fencing are not discussed in sufficient detail to 
understand what the impact of designations would be. [5679-100]

Response 389: None of the potential ACECs place any restrictions on the use of current authorized ROWs.

Associated Comments: 

As a land owner, irrigation user and grazer I feel that the draft RMP is harmful in the following ways: 1. The three 
new areas of critical environmental concern are in areas where we divert water for irrigation purposes. Any restric-
tion on our ability to maintain our irrigation systems and get access to water will create hardship economically and 
undue burden. [6143-2]

We feel that we were not included in the collaboration and cooperation with the BLM on any of these alternatives 
which affect our ability to provide water to our users. The proposed 3 new areas of critical environmental concern are 
in areas of points of diversion for irrigation systems. Any new regulation would be harmful in getting water to the 
users and much more costly and time consuming. It has always been our understanding that the economic cost of this 
type of regulation would be considered. [6477-1]

Response 390: The authority to designate ACECs comes directly from FLPMA. All BLM ACEC regulations and 
manual are in full compliance with federal law.

Associated Comments: 

The draft plans for ACECs do not observe the principals of multiple use and sustained yield set forth in federal statu-
tory law. The draft plans for the ACECs do not consider present and potential uses of the land and the impacts of 
special management on private in-holdings, adjacent private lands and state leased lands. [6486-74]

Response 391: The BLM is proposing to designate 3 new ACECs because the current management is not sufficient 
to protect the relevant and important values. The designation of the 11 additional potential ACECs considered under 
Alternative C of the DEIS is not necessary as the current management does protect the relevant values. See pages 863-
880 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Current management practices are sufficient to address the resource needs identified in the ACEC inventory. The 
three ACECs proposed in Alternative B are proposed solely due to the presence of listed plant species. There is noth-
ing stating that current management practices are insufficient. The BLM may only designate ACECs where special 
management attention is required to assist in preservation or restoration of a resource. (See draft RMP at 586.) 
Because there is no evidence that current management is insufficient, it is impossible to conclude that the three ACEC 
designations in Alternative B are required. [5679-101]

We support the designation of all of the ACECs described in Alternative C (Pg. 295, Table 2- 70); Alternative B does 
not designate enough ACECs to adequately protect extant populations of listed plants. Listed plants in Washington 
County already exist in small isolated populations, threatened by development, illegal collection, OHV activity, and 
grazing. Maximizing conservation outcomes and working towards recovery for these species by extending ACEC or 
similar designations and protections to as many of the extant populations as possible should be a priority. [5905-8]

Each of these proposed ACECs appears to meet the criteria for establishing ACECs, and I am not aware of any plau-
sible reasons for rejecting these ACECs. [6302-4]

Response 392: The BLM is proposing to designate 3 new ACECs because the current management is not sufficient to 
protect the relevant and important values.

Associated Comments: 

Furthermore, the only immediate management change proposed in the ACECs in Alternative B is the elimination of 
dispersed camping and in one ACEC the elimination of motorized travel. There is no evidence provided in the draft 
RMP that current dispersed camping practices or that motorized travel are harmful to the endangered plant species. 
Consequently, the designation is not required to assist the species. [5679-102]

Response 393: The United States Fish and Wildlife Service designates critical habitat for listed species, not the BLM.

Associated Comments: 

Establishing Critical Habitat for the following species is not justified. Desert Tortoise, Joshua trees, and Blackbrush 
are common to all of the Southwestern United States, not Beaver Dam Wash. [4684-3]

Response 394: The management for potential ACEC is detailed in Table 2-70 of the DEIS. The values and impacts 
associated with the management of the potential ACECs is detailed in Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences on 
pages 863-880 of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

Washington County opposes non-congressional land designations such as areas of environmental concern 
("ACECs"). More specifically, the draft RMP lacks sufficient details for the management of the proposed fourteen new 
ACECs, and it appears that the designation will not benefit the species to be protected better than current manage-
ment practices. Lastly, by seeking the nomination of ACECs and conducting a thorough analysis, BLM has fulfilled 
the requirements of OPLMA. [5679-98]

Response 395: The RMPs and Plan Amendment under the different alternatives do consider the addition of new and 
removal of existing ACECs.

Associated Comments: 

The addition of ACECs is problematic. ACECs may be necessary to protect certain resources; however, they should 
not be used to enclose lands and permanently exclude them from multiple use management. The BLM should pro-
pose removal of ACEC designation when conditions no longer warrant the classification and should not propose new 
ACECs when regular land management practices can protect the resource. [5919-11]

Response 396: The objective listed in the plan amendment section is to re-evaluate the existing ACECs and consider 
the new ACECs as directed by OPLMA section 1979. No new objectives need to be developed. There are detailed 
maps of all the ACECs in Appendix E of the DEIS.

Associated Comments: 

 Chapter 2, SGFO Amendment, Table 2-70, p. 295 The objective given for the action alternatives should be replaced 
with actual objectives for management of ACECs listing the land use planning process for designating/evaluating 
ACECs (which is what is currently included here) is not appropriate. ACECs, Pages 296 - 297 Label the maps with the 
ACEC names so we can correlate the locations of the ACECs with the decisions. [5678-75]

Response 397: The management actions listed under Alternative A are the management prescriptions from the 
current RMP that apply to these areas. This is necessary in order to do the impact analysis contained in Chapter 4 
Environmental Consequences.
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Associated Comments: 

Management Prescriptions Applicable to All New Proposed ACECs * Replace all "wills" with "would". * Decisions 
under Alternative A (as presented) are misleading. Saying "New ACECs would not be designated" makes it sound 
like that is an option under No Action, and it is NOT because you are carrying forward what's in your existing RMP. 
What would be more accurate would be "No similar action as these ACECs are not designated in the existing ACEC." 
Listing decisions from the RMP is also not appropriate because what this entire section covers is management pre-
scriptions for new ACECs, and since Alt. A doesn't designate any new ones, then these prescriptions are not appli-
cable to Alt. A (or "no similar action"). This should be carried throughout this table. [5678-77]

Page 305 (Webb Hill ACEC and Dalton Wash ACEC) and page 307 (Harrisburg Bench ACEC) Decision text for Alts. 
B and D should be "Potential ACEC would not be designated under this alternative" - again there would be no man-
agement prescriptions for an ACEC that is not to be designated [5678-80] 

Response 398: The plan amendment re-evaluates the existing ACECs and considers the new ACECs as directed by 
OPLMA section 1979.

Associated Comments: 

Adding new Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs). Alternative B, the preferred alternative proposes 
three new ACECs, and Alternative C proposes fourteen new ACECs. When the county worked with interested groups 
and the federal government to reach a land agreement several years ago, the result was eight new ACECs. The good 
faith understanding reached by the parties appears to be now controve1ied by adding new ACEC's. [4675-9]

Areas of Critical Concern RMP Amendment section 2.3.3 Page 295-299 A west-wide analysis of conservation pri-
orities on BLM lands conducted by myself and colleagues, and published in the journal Biological Conservation 
indicates that many of the ACECs proposed in alternative C are regionally/nationally significant for fish and wildlife 
resources and maintenance of ecological processes. These areas were among the top 10 percent of all areas analyzed 
across the west in terms of conservation values including biodiversity, connectivity, and resilience to climate change. 
Maps of these areas are located here: http://databasin.org/datasets/ed907858e51641f99d69ffe9c672cacd http://databa-
sin.org/datasets/5e8eb0e55a2e412a98c956c39bc4acc5 [4682-3]

The county is leery of the proposed ACECs for several reasons. The first is the broad management latitude that can 
lead to more and more land use restrictions inside ACECs over time. Additionally, the county is especially concerned 
that immediately following the congressional designation of several Wilderness and national conservation areas, 
the BLM is proposing fourteen new ACECs. The value of a county negotiated wilderness lands bill is diminished if 
additional land protection designations are immediately made. A third reason for concern is the lack of limitations 
on how many ACECs will be established over the years. ACECs have been proposed in each of the past two RMPs. 
Ifthis pattern continues, then over time the county potentially will have even more land fall under this classification. 
[5679-99]

Alternative C's ACEC nominations do satisfy the legislative mandate from OPLMA. It is critical for BLM to take steps 
now to protect their riparian zone and floodplain lands from grazing and not wait another 15 or 20 years for another 
planning cycle. These river habitat ecosystems will provide the real opportunity for recovery of at-risk species. These 
parcels are some of the last parcels of BLM land outside of the NCAs that have surface water going across them, and 
they need a higher level of protection than is afforded them in the 1999 RMP. [5896-32]

BLM must adopt Areas of Critical environmental Concern for the Virgin and Santa Rivers; and protect riparian 
zones, including through closure of all grazing allotment pastures and/or allotments to livestock grazing disturbance 
and impacts. Merely fencing off strips does not provide sufficient protections. [5897-12]

Adding new Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs). Alternative B, the preferred alternative proposes 
three new ACECs, and Alternative C proposes fourteen new ACECs. When the county worked with interested groups 
and the federal government to reach a lands deal several years ago, the result was eight new ACECs. That was sup-
posed to settle the question of ACECs for the county. I am opposed to violating that agreement by adding new ACECs 
now. [5910-4]

However, of the fourteen ACECs proposed during the public input process that would have increased protections for 
these and other jeopardized species, only three are being designated (State Line, Webb Hill, and South Hills). Draft 
at 295. Please indicate in the EIS whether each of the other Special Status species in the planning area occur in an 
ACEC, NCA, or other protected area. [5928-34]

Habitat loss and alteration is also the biggest problem for the listed fish. Again, we need more replicates and protected 
areas of habitat, but there are no new ACECs being designated for fish. Four ACECs were designated in the 1999 
resource management plan that include rare fish): three for Virgin spinedace and only one for woundfin minnow 
and desert chub (Table 3-56, Draft at 589). Fifteen years later, it would be appropriate to designate more. Especially 
because ACEC management is ill-defined so it's not a particularly strong protective designation. [5928-41]

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern are brought up that were settled in the Act. [6422-9]

The creation of new Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs). ACECs add restrictions to land that was left 
as multiple use land when OPLMA was passed. Alternative B, the preferred alternative, proposes three new ACECs, 
and Alternative C proposes fourteen new ACECs. [6423-14]

BLM proposes 3 new ACEC's in addition to 8 existing ACEC's would be carried forward in the preferred alternative ( 
B). The reasons for the 3 new ACEC's is to protect federally listed plants such as the plants Gierisch Mallow? Just adds 
another layer of unneeded protection. These ACEC's are not needed for protection of listed plant species!! [6426-2]

Response 399: The ACEC process is detailed in Appendix E of the DEIS. The ACECs nominated by the commenter 
were considered in the planning process. Only nominated ACECs that meet the relevance and important criteria 
are required to analyzed in the DEIS. The rational for why the BLM did not analyze new ACECs in the two NCAs is 
detailed in Appendix E (2.3 Potential ACECs within the National Conservation Area) page 971. The commenter also 
submitted a nomination for an ACEC with no biological values. The rational for why this was not analyzed in the 
DEIS is found in Chapter 1 (1.6.3.4 Designating new ACECs for resource values other than priority biological species 
on public lands managed by the SGFO) on page 36.

Associated Comments: 

Under FLPMA, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern ("ACEC") are to be designated in areas "where special 
management attention is needed to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural and scenic 
values; fish, wildlife resources or other natural systems or processes; or to protect human life and safety from natural 
hazards." 43 USC 1702(a) 43 CFR 1601.0-5a. Western Watersheds Project submitted nominations for three ACECs 
on July 19, 2010. These were the 1. Beaver Dam Slope ACEC (Expansion); 2. Red Cliffs ACEC; and, 3. Zion Gateway 
ACEC. Similar ACECs were proposed by other organization and by the USFWS. Despite the need for management 
changes, the DEIS essentially dismisses ACEC designation as a conservation tool. Nor did the DEIS include an 
alternative that would designate the three nominated ACECs. While including an alternative that analyzed all the 
proposed and nominated ACECs would not have obligated the BLM to adopt them it would have helped inform the 
process. The BLM simply decided - without conducting a NEPA analysis - that it would not consider the nominations. 
It seems to have based this on an equating of ACEC designation and management with NCA designation and man-
agement. But these are not the same. [3928-2]

Response 400: The BLM considered all nominated ACECs. As part of the evaluation, the BLM interdisciplinary 
team looked at the values and where they occur in the nominated area. This can result in smaller or larger areas that 
actually contain the nominated values which are then evaluated against the relevance and importance criteria. See 
Appendix E of the DEIS for the detailed evaluation of each ACEC nomination. The process and criteria are based on 
FLPMA, 43 CFR 1610.7-2, and BLM Manual 1613.

Associated Comments: 

BLM reduced the acreage for some the nominations in Alternative C, which doesn't protect the floodplain areas: 1. 
Moody Wash, BLM recommends only 24 acres, and we strongly support 14,974 acres to protect the uplands. If the 
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uplands were more protected and restored, this would help reduce flooding downstream into the Santa Clara River. 
2. Santa Clara Baker, BLM recommends only 32 acres, and we support 116 acres in our nomination. 3. Santa Clara 
Veyo, BLM recommends only 16 acres, and we recommend 399 acres in our CDF's nomination. 4. Shinob Kibe, BLM 
recommends 70 acres and we can support that amount. 5. Virgin River, BLM recommends 245 acres, and we support 
2,198 acres in our nomination. [5896-31]

Response 401: The ACEC section in Beaver Dam Wash NCA is only included in the DEIS because the BLM is re-
moving this existing ACEC. No new objectives need to be developed.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Beaver Dam Wash NCA, Table 2-27, p. 129 The objective given for the action alternatives should be re-
placed with actual objectives for management of ACECs listing the land use planning process for designating/evaluat-
ing ACECs (which is what is currently included here) is not appropriate. [5678-28] 

Response 402: The ACEC section in Red Cliffs is only included in the DEIS because the BLM is removing this exist-
ing ACEC. No new objectives need to be developed.

Associated Comments: 

Chapter 2, Red Cliffs NCA, Table 2-64, p. 246 The objective given for the action alternatives should be replaced with 
actual objectives for management of ACECs listing the land use planning process for designating/evaluating ACECs 
(which is what is currently included here) is not appropriate. [5678-62] 

Response 403: The BLM directed the public during the scoping process that only ACECs for biological resources 
would be considered in this planning process to comply with section 1979 of OPLMA. Both the Grafton and 
Mosquito Cove potential ACECs were analyzed as part of Alterative C.

Associated Comments: 

In particular, we support: 1. The inclusion of CDF's nomination of the Zion Scenic Corridor along scenic Highway 
9 as an ACEC from the top of the La Verkin Twist to Zion National Park (total area is 52,268 acres; BLM acreage is 
34,322) (Map is in our scoping comments) providing protection for scenic vistas, biological, historical and cultural 
resources, soils, watershed values, and recreational, educational, and economic opportunities. This important area 
provides significant views of the spectacular mesas and cliffs of BLM land and the remarkable Virgin River as it 
rushes out of Zion Canyon and North Creek. The river sustains significant habitat for many important species found 
in the area and contains a myriad relics from prehistoric and historic settlers. For over 30 years residents have tried 
to preserve BLM land above the Hurricane Cliffs for its wildlife, its recreational opportunities, its scenic views, and 
to protect the watershed that provides drinking water for St. George. The stretch of the Virgin River going east to the 
park boundary is the most pristine for the sensitive fish species in the county. A smart growth concept would keep 
urban development below the Hurricane Cliffs and not up canyon where development will continuously be exposed 
to flash flooding. 2. Grafton, 44 acres. There is an opportunity to join with other private landowners to provide a large 
area to protect the Virgin River and its floodplain property. Currently, landowners, and state and federal agencies are 
working to protect 175 acres of land in Rockville, and this parcel could be added to this effort. 3. Mosquito Cove, 88 
acres. This parcel could be combined with Grafton Heritage Partnership Project's to protect the Virgin River and its 
wildlife habitat along with #2, above [5896-33]

 

Response 404: The BLM directed the public during the scoping process that only ACECs for biological resources 
would be considered in this planning process to comply with section 1979 of OPLMA.

Associated Comments: 

CDF recommends our scenic landscapes and view sheds should receive ACEC protection. [5897-10]

Response 405: Nothing in the management actions for the potential Santa Clara River Baker ACEC would restrict the 
current operation of the storage tank. The Proposed Plan Amendment does not include the Santa Clara River Baker 
ACEC.

Associated Comments: 

We oppose the Clara River Baker potential ACEC area. The Veyo Culinary Water Association spring collection areas 
chlorine building transmission pipeline storage tank flies in the canyon of the lower portion of the proposed ACEC 
site. The operations in this canyon must be able to continue to operate as is . this is the sole water supply of several 
communities is dependent upon the maintenance and operation of these facilities including excavation and main-
tenance of spring collection areas new pipeline repairing pipeline chlorine injection and other necessary means to 
supply drinking water. Further request that this portion of the canyon be identified for disposal to the Veyo culinary 
Water Association. The approval of this proposed ACEC would be a health hazard to the public. [3062-1]

 I'm writing to oppose the Clara River Baker potential ACEC area. The Veyo Culinary Water Association spring col-
lection areas chlorine building transmission pipeline storage tank flies in the canyon of the lower portion of the pro-
posed ACEC site. The operations in this canyon must be able to continue to operate as is . this is the sole water supply 
of several communities is dependent upon the maintenance and operation of these facilities including excavation and 
maintenance of spring collection areas new pipeline repairing pipeline chlorine injection and other necessary means 
to supply drinking water. Further request that this portion of the canyon be identified for disposal to the Veyo culi-
nary Water Association. The approval of this proposed ACEC would be a health hazard to the public. [4697-1]

I am writing to discuss the hazards of the proposed Santa Clara River Baker ACEC area. One in the BLM manual 
1613 section 1.12 the BLM did not identify the Veyo culinary Water Association who has a huge interest in the po-
tential ACEC area with the springs collection area chlorine injection building pipelines and water storage facility all 
located within this ACEC designated area. 2.21 of the BLM manual 1613 states that any point in time we can submit 
the hazards of designating this area as an ACC. This would further complicate and encumber the operation of serving 
drinking water to thousands Residence in Washington County. This also poses a huge potential health risk to the pub-
lic if facilities can not maintained and expanded in a timely and modern method. [4703-1]

2.21 of the BLM manual 1613 states that any point in time we can submit the hazards of designating this area as an 
ACEC. This would further complicate and encumber the operation of serving drinking water to thousands Residence 
in Washington County. This also poses a huge potential health risk to the public if facilities can not maintained and 
expanded in a timely and modern method. I am writing to discuss the hazards of the proposed Santa Clara River 
Baker ACEC area. One in the BLM manual 1613 section 1.12 the BLM did not identify the Veyo culinary Water 
Association who has a huge interest in the potential ACEC area with the springs collection area chlorine injection 
building pipelines and water storage facility all located within this ACEC designated area. [4715-1]

Response 406: The potential Scarecrow Peak ACEC polygon is entirely comprised of designated critical habitat for 
the desert tortoise, therefore, it meets the ACEC importance criteria (See Appendix E of the DEIS).

Associated Comments: 

Scarecrow peak ACEC The proposed area of the scarecrow peak ACEC does not meet the criteria for consideration 
as an ACEC! The SGFO draft amendment plan Appendix E section 4.9 lists the desert Tortious as being present in 
the proposed area. This is not correct neither is the tortious present in the out lined area on the map in appendix E 
section 4.9 titled Scarecrow peak ACEC. Nor does it contain all of the requirements for suitable Habitat as out lined 
in the same section. This is why this area was not previously considered for nominations as ACEC Please remove the 
proposed Scarecrow peak ACEC from the final draft. In my opinion after spending many days and hours traversing 
the out lined area someone nominated this area from a map without scientific analysis. In 2010 and 2011 I did note an 
increase in carcasses in areas similar to this. These were along trails and roads and I believe they were transplanted by 
misinformed rogue individuals trying to further their cause. I also believe the animals died either from exposer from 
lack of suitable areas for burrows, or from the stress of the move. [4688-3]
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Expanding the area of the congressionally designate NCA of the Beaver Dam Wash is politically motivated. The 
nomination of the scarecrow peak ACEC is a blatant attempt to increase the size of the NCA administratively and 
Should be removed from the list of nominations [5900-2]

The area designated as the scarecrow peak ACEC does not meet the criteria for an ACEC because the criteria used is 
scientifically not possible. Most of the suggested reasons for designation were found to not have merit. However those 
doing the evaluation determined that it met the criteria because of the presence of the desert tortious. This is not cor-
rect! [5900-3]

The area outlined as the scarecrow peak ACEC no. 1. is marginal in elevation as found in scientific peer reviewed 
studies. [5900-4]

I respectfully ask that you remove the Scarecrow Peak proposed Nomination from the list as not meeting the criteria. 
At the very least reduce the size to only the area that might meet the criteria. This may be an area so small that it does 
not meet the area size required to support an independent colony of desert tortious. And the requirements for a cor-
ridor for movement from nearby supportive areas are not present. [5900-9]

Another reason tortious are not found in the proposed area of the Scarecrow peak ACEC is the soil formation is not 
supportive of tortious survival. [5900-12

The Scarecrow Peak ACEC should be removed from consideration in the final plan. [5900-15]

Northern Transportation Route
Response 407:

Summary of Comments and Responses on the Northern Transportation Route:

OPLMA at Section 1977 (b) (2) directed that “In developing the travel management plan, the Secretary shall - (A) “in 
consultation with appropriate Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local governmental entities (including the County 
and St. George City, Utah), and the public, identify 1 or more alternatives for a northern transportation route in the 
County.”

 1. Did the BLM consult with appropriate “Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local governmental entities (in-
cluding the County and St. George City, Utah), and the public” on the northern transportation route, as required 
by OPLMA? 

The BLM consulted with all of the entities identified by OPLMA at Section 1977 (b) (2) “In developing the travel 
management plan, the Secretary shall - (A) “in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local 
governmental entities (including the County and St. George City, Utah), and the public, identify 1 or more alterna-
tives for a northern transportation route in the County.” Consultation was initiated with federal, state, tribal, local 
governmental entities, and the public on the identification of alternatives for a northern transportation route, through 
the publication of its Notice of Intent to prepare Resource Management Plans for the Beaver Dam Wash National 
Conservation Area, the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area, and an Amendment to the St. George Field Office 
Resource Management Plan, and an associated Environmental Impact Statement, published in the Federal Register 
(Vol. 75, No. 89, Monday, May 10, 2010, pp.25876-25877). The identification of at least one alternative for “a northern 
transportation route” was listed as one of the preliminary planning criteria for the planning process. 

During the 60 day public scoping process, the identification of a “northern transportation route” was highlighted as 
one of the planning issues for the RMP-level and Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Planning 
processes, through media releases and a public scoping newsletter that was mailed to federal, state, and local govern-
mental entities, and the public. Graphic display boards and written materials provided to the public at four scop-
ing meetings, held between June 14 and June 17, 2010, in St. George, Hurricane, and Salt Lake City in Utah and in 
Mesquite, Nevada, requested public input on alternatives for a “northern transportation route in the County”. In 
October of 2010, Scoping Reports were made available to Cooperating Agencies as hard copies and to the public 
through a posting on the BLM-St. George Field Office website. These reports displayed comments received during 
scoping on an alternative for the “northern transportation route” that would cross the Red Cliffs NCA. Many of the 

scoping comments addressed the potential conflicts that would be associated with the construction of a new multi-
lane road through the NCA and recommended that BLM not authorize this proposed land use. Members of the 
public cited the apparent conflict with the congressionally-defined purposes of conservation, protection, and en-
hancement of resource values on the public lands of the NCA. Other public scoping comments addressed the poten-
tial impacts on cultural resources or recreational uses, as reasons not to authorize the proposed new multi-lane road 
through the NCA. (Refer to Scoping Report (United States Department of Interior (USDOI) 2010).

Others noted that authorizing this proposed new multi-lane road through the NCA would result in the loss of acres 
of designated critical habitat and impacts on populations of threatened and endangered species. It could also vio-
late commitments made by BLM, Washington County, the State of Utah, and other entities, through the Habitat 
Conservation Plan’s Implementation Agreement as they relate to managing the lands within the boundaries of the 
NCA and Red Cliffs Desert Reserve to protect listed species and habitats. Some commenters noted that development 
of this proposed multi-lane road through the NCA could invalidate Washington County’s Incidental Take Permit for 
desert tortoise populations and critical habitat, issued by the USFWS under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act 
in 1996. This permit has allowed growth and development to occur in an orderly and predictable manner on private 
lands in desert tortoise habitat in Washington County since 1996.

On March 30th and April 26th of 2011, the BLM hosted meetings, facilitated by the Washington County 
Commissioners, with various entities to discuss the “northern transportation route” and identify possible align-
ments, as mandated by OPLMA. The following entities were represented at these meetings: Federal Highways 
Administration, USFWS, Utah Department of Natural Resources, UDWR, UDOT, Five County Association of 
Governments, City of St. George, City of Washington, Washington County HCP Administrator’s Office, and Dixie 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (DMPO).

The DMPO provided BLM with two studies to consider as part of the process to identify possible alignments for the 
“northern transportation route”. The stated need for this proposed multi-lane road (previously labeled the Northern 
Corridor, Great Northern Corridor, and, most recently, the Washington Parkway in local transportation plans) would 
be to reduce projected traffic pressure on existing roads in the greater St. George metropolitan area (studies are avail-
able for review at http://www.dixiempo.org). In combination with other traffic-reducing measures, the “northern 
transportation route” would afford measurable traffic congestion relief, based on projections of travel demand in 2040 
(Horrocks Engineers 2011).

The Washington County Commissioners requested that the BLM evaluate several route alignments for a “northern 
transportation route” multi-lane highway through the Red Cliffs NCA. Each of the alternative alignments crossed 
the NCA, although one would primarily be located on lands managed by the US Forest Service, Pine Valley Ranger 
District of the Dixie National Forest. The BLM proposed in Alternative D of the Draft RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA 
(Table 2-68 and Map 2-46) to designate a new utility and transportation corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA that 
could accommodate any of the route alignments for a “northern transportation route” submitted by Washington 
County and the DMPO, including the County’s preferred alignment, shown as a black line on Map 2-46 of the Draft 
RMP.

2. Did the BLM include the County’s preferred alignment for the northern transportation route in the Draft 
RMP?

The BLM proposed in Alternative D of the Draft RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA (Table 2-68 and Map 2-46), to desig-
nate a new utility and transportation corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA that could accommodate any of the route 
alignments for a “northern transportation route” submitted by Washington County and the DMPO, including the 
County’s preferred alignment, shown as a black line on Map 2-46 of the Draft RMP.

3. Why did the BLM not include the County’s alignments in more than one alternative in the Draft RMP, includ-
ing Alternative B, the BLM’s preferred Alternative?

The BLM developed a range of alternatives that would meet the congressionally-defined purpose of the Red Cliffs 
NCA. Section 1974 (d) (1) of OPLMA mandates the Secretary, through BLM, to develop a comprehensive (resource) 
management plan for the Red Cliffs NCA to achieve the following congressionally-defined purposes:
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To conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecologi-
cal, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National 
Conservation Area; and

To protect each species that is located in the National Conservation Area; and listed as a threatened or endangered 
species on the list of threatened species or the list of endangered species published under…the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973. (OPLMA Section 1974 (a))

Land use planning goals, objectives, and management decisions approved in the RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA must be 
consistent with the purposes, authorized uses, and other mandates from OPLMA. The mandates of OPLMA empha-
size conservation, protection, enhancement, and restoration of public land values as the designation purposes for the 
NCA. Regarding authorized uses, the OPLMA Section 1974 (e) (2) specifies that “the Secretary shall only allow uses 
of the National Conservation Areas that the Secretary determines would further the purpose” for which the NCA was 
designated. From a policy standpoint, BLM Manual 6100 states, “To the greatest extent possible, subject to applicable 
law, BLM should through land use planning and project-level processes and decisions, avoid designating or authoriz-
ing use of transportation or utility corridors within NLCS units.” The Manual states that BLM must not designate any 
new transportation or utility corridors within an NLCS unit if BLM determines that the corridor would be incom-
patible with the designating authority or the purposes for which the unit was designated. It also states that BLM will 
consider designating the NLCS unit as an exclusion or avoidance area.

The four alternatives included in the Draft RMP included:
 ▶ Alternative A, No Action, which would continue management under the goals, objectives, and decisions from 
the 1999 St. George Field Office RMP. The County’s proposed northern transportation route alignments could 
not be included under this alternative, as these were not included in the approved 1999 RMP.
 ▶ Alternative B balanced resource protection and human uses of the public lands, while meeting the conservation 
purpose for congressional designation of the NCA. 
 ▶ Alternative C represented an approach to the conservation and protection of resource values that emphasized 
higher levels of restrictions on certain land uses and activities. Neither Alternative B nor Alternative C would 
be appropriate for the consideration of land uses and authorizations that would not further the conservation 
purposes of the NCA. 
 ▶ Alternative D emphasized a broader array and higher levels of public use and access, including the retention 
of all existing utility corridors and the designation of a new utility and transportation corridor designed to 
accommodate future utility needs identified by local communities and the potential alignments provided by 
Washington County and the DMPO for the “northern transportation route. Based on the management focus of 
the alternatives, Alternative D was the alternative that provided for the greatest flexibility in proposed land uses.

4. Why did the BLM consider a new designated utility and transportation corridor in the Draft Red Cliffs NCA 
RMP?

Section 1974 of OPLMA which designated the Red Cliffs NCA included a provision that does not prohibit the 
authorization and development of utilities within the RCNCA, if the development is carried out in accordance with 
“(1) each utility development protocol described in the habitat conservation plan; and (2) any other applicable law 
(including regulations)” (OPLMA Section 1974 (h) (1) (2)). Since OPLMA provides for utility development within 
the RCNCA and requires consideration of at least one future “northern transportation route” in the County, BLM 
proposed in Alternative D for Lands and Realty Management in the RCNCA Draft RMP/DEIS to designate a new 
utility and transportation corridor through the RCNCA, in response to Washington County’s and other stakeholders’ 
requests. The corridor could accommodate new utilities, as directed by Section 1974(h), and any of the conceptual 
alignments proposed by the County for the northern transportation route. The analysis of environmental impacts as-
sociated with the construction of a northern transportation route or new utilities within this proposed corridor indi-
cated that the conservation purposes of the RCNCA would not be met for many resource values, including threatened 
and endangered species, cultural resources, scenic qualities, and recreation. 

5. Does OPLMA require that the BLM identify 1 or more alternatives for a northern transportation route 
through Red Cliffs NCA in its Draft NCA RMP?

Section 1974 of OPLMA does not refer to or direct identification of the “northern transportation route” in the NCA 
or as part of the Red Cliffs RMP effort. The Draft RMP is not the TMP identified in OPLMA at section 1977 [b] [2]. 
The plain reading of the statute – especially in light of the legislative history for the underlying bill -- make clear that 
the law does not direct the BLM to establish a northern transportation route within the NCA, particularly if such a 
route is determined to be in conflict with the purposes for which the NCA was established. 

The Washington County Growth and Conservation Act of 2006 included language charging the Secretary with identi-
fying a transportation corridor either through or outside of the Red Cliffs NCA. The Department of the Interior testi-
fied before both the House and Senate that "location of a transportation corridor in this type of sensitive area could be 
problematic or controversial." In 2008, Senator Bennett and Congressman Matheson introduced a new version of that 
bill. During the hearing on the 2008 version, Sen. Bennett stated:

Congressman Matheson and I have made significant changes to the previous proposal. We have perma-
nently protected large amounts of biologically sensitive public land in Washington County, including ad-
ditional wilderness and a new national conservation area. We have removed the corridor designations for 
the Lake Powell Pipeline Corridor and the Northern Corridor that bisected the Red Cliffs Reserve...We have 
also required a comprehensive, county-wide transportation plan to help reduce conflicts among competing 
interests, and include provisions to manage priority biological areas.

6. Is the BLM foreclosing the option of identifying a northern transportation route in the TMP?

The Washington County Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Plan (TMP) has not yet been 
completed or released for public review. Following final approval of the NCA RMPs and the amendment to the St. 
George Field Office RMP, the BLM will complete a draft of the TMP and a supporting Environmental Assessment, in 
cooperation with the State of Utah and Washington County, and with full public participation and review. In addition 
to addressing OHV use and the High Desert OHV Trail in the TMP, BLM will identify one or more existing routes 
on public lands in the County as potential alternatives for the northern transportation route. A right-of-way could be 
granted by BLM to improve or enlarge any of these existing roads to highway standards, as the roads that BLM would 
identify in the TMP would not be in areas of public land that are managed as avoidance or exclusion areas for new 
rights-of-way.

7. Why did the BLM not include or use the Washington Parkway Study Integration of East-West Transportation 
Needs with Conservation Objectives for Desert Tortoise in Washington County, Utah (Jacobs and Logan 
Simpson Design, September 2012)?

This study, funded by UDOT and prepared for the DPMO, Washington County, the City of St. George and 
Washington City, was submitted to the BLM in 2012. The stated purpose of the study was to determine if further 
evaluation of a northern transportation route corridor “that has its primary objective conservation, protection, and 
enhancement of the tortoise and its habitat” was warranted. The BLM cited the study related to non-market values 
(Social and Economic Impacts section) multiple times in the DEIS on pages 857 to 860. 

The study provided a cursory evaluation of the current status of populations of the Mojave desert tortoise within the 
Red Cliffs NCA and Red Cliffs Desert Reserve and identified the primary threats to this species: Direct Mortality, 
Habitat Fragmentation, Fire and Exotic Invasive Species, Disease, Predation, Land Status, and Recreation. This study 
was not peer-reviewed nor did it cite any relevant peer-reviewed literature or scientific evidence that supports its 
findings.

The study concluded that roadway design, construction methods, and management could “ameliorate many existing 
threats, contribute to improving conditions, and provide future management options for the tortoise in the [Red Cliffs 
Desert] Reserve”. These findings were purportedly supported by a discussion of mitigation options related to road 
design and construction, supported by the removal and rehabilitation of Cottonwood Road as mitigation of habitat 
fragmentation created by the construction of a new east-west northern transportation route. 
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The study also attempted to rely on a review of other Biological Opinions issued by the USFWS for a variety of 
projects within the range of the Mojave Desert tortoise that resulted in incidental take and the adverse modification 
of designated critical habitat. This review was provided to affirm that the premise that project design and mitiga-
tion measures allowed these projects to proceed. The reliance on a review of other Biological Opinions as support 
for the study’s findings was flawed, in that a majority of the projects authorized were outside of the Upper Virgin 
River Recovery Unit and not within a small mitigation reserve that serves as the primary mitigation for Washington 
County’s Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and Incidental Take Permit. This permit allows the permanent loss of 
more than 12,000 acres (non-federal land) of critical tortoise habitat to development and the incidental take of more 
than 1,200 tortoises. The USFWS granted the County it’s Incidental Take Permit, based on the County’s commit-
ment to assist the various land managers of the Reserve to ensure in perpetuity the protection of habitat and tortoises 
within the mitigation reserve (Red Cliffs Desert Reserve). A fundamental assumption for the management of the 
Reserve, as stated in Washington County’s HCP, is that project-related incidental take and critical habitat loss cannot 
be authorized within the mitigation reserve. 

The BLM Planning Team did, in fact, review the study, but determined that it provided no new information that 
would inform the development of a range of alternatives related to Lands and Realty management, the northern 
transportation route, or the analysis of impacts related to that management that was presented the Draft EIS. In the 
Draft RMP and Draft EIS, the BLM provided a range of alternatives related to the management of the Red Cliffs NCA 
as an Avoidance or Exclusion area to new ROWs, as well as the designation of utility and transportation corridors. 
Alternatives A, B, and D would not preclude the further evaluation of a northern transportation route, through areas 
proposed for management as Avoidance areas. 

8. Did the BLM overestimate the impacts of the development of a northern transportation route by includ-
ing all of the existing utilities, potential future utilities, and the multiple alignments for the route provided by 
Washington County into one ROW corridor?

Under Alternative D, a new utility and transportation corridor would be designated to accommodate future utilities 
(as required by OPLMA 1974 (h)) and all of the potential northern transportation route alignments that Washington 
County and DMPO provided to BLM for analysis. The analysis, of necessity, addressed the likelihood that some or 
all of the resource values of the public lands within the designated corridor could be impacted by the construction of 
new utilities or transportation ROWs, over the 20 year life of the RMP. For RMP-level analysis, the designated cor-
ridor is the NEPA analysis area, as this is a land use allocation in which ROWs could be granted and developments 
concentrated. Any future ROW developments would require land use plan conformance and a site specific NEPA 
analysis. 

9. Since the BLM did not identify northern transportation route in its Preferred Alternative, can the northern 
transportation route be addressed in the Proposed RMP/FEIS?

The BLM’s land use planning process (described at 43 CFR 1600) provides the discretion to develop the proposed 
plans by combining components of any of the alternatives that were presented in the Draft NCA RMPs. These al-
ternatives contained goals, objectives, and management decisions for the two NCAs that were designed to fulfill the 
conservation purpose for which the public lands received congressional designation, through OPLMA. The Proposed 
NCA RMPs are based primarily on the management goals, objectives, and actions identified as BLM’s Preferred 
Alternative, Alternative B, in the draft plans. However, in response to public comments and input from other fed-
eral and state agencies, local governmental entities and the Cooperating Agencies, components of the other three 
alternatives were also selected to comprise management objectives or decisions in the proposed plans. The resulting 
Proposed NCA RMPs are a compilation of planning decisions that resolve the widest range of concerns over resource 
management and land uses, while fulfilling the legislative purposes of the Beaver Dam Wash NCA and the Red Cliffs 
NCAs and other congressional mandates from OPLMA for public lands in Washington County.

Associated Comments: 

The BLM's preferred alternative B does not include considering a northern transportation corridor along the route 
preferred by Washington County. I feel this should be included in any RMP adopted with adequate provisions for 

protection of the resource. It's not like there isn't already a four lane major highway through a portion of the Reserve! 
[1-12]

In spite of the infrastructure projects in and around St. George over the past several years, it is still showing stress 
cracks from overcrowding. Excess traffic and traffic jams in St. George equate to excess carbon emissions, which no 
conservationist should support. The Northern Corridor is necessary to accommodate future growth and relieve traffic 
congestion in and around St. George. [82-1]

we must have the right to build a Northern Corridor around St. George in the future AND it will not wipe out the 
Desert Tortoise. Culverts under the highway would allow the tortoise to cross it if necessary. As I understand it, that 
animal was not a native of this area anyway, so it shouldn''t dictate future development of essential roads. [322-1]

Prohibit a highway corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA. Only through prohibiting the "Northern Corridor" can the 
BLM ensure long-term protection for the Mojave desert tortoise. [494-2]

I am concerned with the Washington County Draft Resource Management Plan because it restricts land use for future 
development by not including the Northern Corridor route and restricts future utilities from being installed. It also 
limits recreational use. The Northern Corridor is vital to relieve future traffic issues so our beautiful area can sustain 
continued growth. Growth is necessary for a healthy growing economy. I would recommend the BLM adopt the least 
restrictive plan that allows the Northern Corridor route and greater use of the land for development and recreational 
uses. [3066-1]

I've had to save a desert tortoise from being hit while crossing Taviawk Road (400 West). That's one reason why I'm 
opposed to the Northern Corridor route as proposed. I now live in Dammeron Valley and would rather go around 
the desert tortoise habitat than save 10-15 minutes in driving time. [3086-1]

I would like to make a comment about the Northern Corridor route proposed in the Draft RMP. I am opposed to the 
development of a northern corridor through desert tortoise habitat. Every road that breaks up this habitat harms the 
desert tortoise migration routes and causes hazards to the tortoises who manage to go through the fences. Another 
route that goes through Dixie National Forest land (more to the north) would be better. Or better yet, no northern 
corridor at all. Save the money for more bike lanes or pedestrian trails or sidewalks. [3086-2]

I have lived in Washington County, Utah since I was three years old and I am 86 now. I have watched it grow from 
3500 people and watched the busy, busy traffic get worse and worse. I think we NEED to have the Northern Corridor 
as soon as possible from Leeds to Diamond Valley, Utah. In the next ten years we will be sorry if it is not put in. 
[3209-1]

Nafus et al., 20138 presents new data on the susceptibility of desert tortoises to road presence, effects that increase 
with traffic volume. Under the Red Cliffs Reserve NCA component, the transportation element would evidently facili-
tate development of the so called "Northern Corridor" and possibly other roads across the Reserve. DEIS at 292. We 
do not understand why the BLM is even considering this as an option since development of the Northern Corridor 
and similar highways would clearly jeopardize the survival of the Upper Virgin River tortoises. The BLM is precluded 
from taking such anti-conservation steps under its obligations and responsibilities as a federal agency imparted by the 
Endangered Species Act. [3928-9]

Prohibit a right-of-way for a highway corridor, which was established for the purpose of protecting the Mojave Desert 
Tortoise, (a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act). Answer: Where is there any information or evi-
dence that there is any danger to the Desert Tortoise in this area? What happened to the already protected Resource 
Management area North of St. George with thousands of acres in the Desert Tortoise HCP. [3929-1]

BLM has chosen to defer the required TMP at this time, apparently because it chooses to make the land allocation 
decisions germane to RMP planning first. While this choice may be an option available to the BLM, public review is 
not served by the resulting inadequate NEPA documentation concerning the NTR. The current DEIS must refer to 
the NTR as an upcoming TMP review requirement in each and every alternative, including the preferred alternative, 
in order for the agency to present the required "hard look" at the issue. [3933-14]
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The alternatives presented in the DEIS are deficient, because several of them do not propose an NTR as a result of the 
resource allocation decisions proposed. As a consequence, the proposed allocation decisions which do not bring the 
required NTR decision forward into the future TMP planning directly violate Congressional language. [3933-15]

The Northern Transportation Route planning envisions a road to carry vehicular traffic around the current conges-
tion within the City of St. George, thereby decreasing travel costs such as pollution, and increasing non-market vari-
ables, such as driver satisfaction and quality of life. No actual routing for this road is currently available, shown by a 
study by the Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization, dated May 16, 2011 that has been provided to the BLM. This 
study discusses six general options for the NTR, but does not provide actual, road-specific siting or design details, nor 
was it intended to do so. In earlier comments provided to the BLM, the state specifically requested that BLM consider 
each of the c01ridors within the current DEIS. BLM has failed to do so. Instead, BLM mis-characterizes the six gener-
al options as site-specific road locations, and thereafter declines to address the issue, claiming that site-specific issues 
are not appropriate for RMP level planning. However, the six options presented are, in fact, no more than proposals 
for corridors in which to ultimately place specific locations, with detail provided about the ability of each corridor to 
meet the vehicular travel needs which the NTR is designed to alleviate. This information ranges from movement of 
minor amounts of vehicles, to movement of amounts sufficient to alleviate congestion. The generic options would also 
require use of BLM, state and or Forest Service lands. [3933-16]

BLM must recharacterize its study of this issue, and prepare additional NEPA documentation within the DEIS, if 
BLM chooses to stick with the current decision to complete the RMP first. This additional information must provide 
the public sufficient information about the six generic cmTidors, and characterize the ability of each to meet the pur-
pose and need for the NTR. This information can, in fact, be presented in the format in which it was presented, that is 
a format less than a full-blown site-specific location study. [3933-17]

I am writing to let you know that I'm strongly opposed to building any new roads or highways through the Red Cliffs 
National Conservation Area. The Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan has helped to balance the need for 
wildlife conservation with ongoing urban development [4504-1]

Prohibit any highway or highway corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA. The area's greatest value is as an undivided 
block of wild land. Any highway would degrade that value and mar the scenic beauty even for people who view the 
cliffs from a distance. The habitat of the Mojave Desert tortoise will also be better protected without any highway 
transecting the area. [4532-1]

Additionally, our local wildlife and outdoor recreation are precious resources in our community that should not be 
disregarded in favor of rampant development. Only through prohibiting the "Northern Corridor" can the BLM ensure 
long-term protection for the Mojave Desert tortoise. The proposal for a "Northern Corridor" that travels through the 
Red Cliffs NCA is completely unnecessary. There is not much room for future development in Ivins and Santa Clara 
areas in the future - the majority of these towns are essentially developed - and a Northern Corridor would be com-
pletely redundant to the existing Red Cliffs Drive. The problem traffic areas that need to be focused on are alleviating 
congestion on Bluff Street and Sunset, which will not be remedied by a Northern Corridor, as the people/commut-
ers who use those roads are trying to reach downtown St. George and the businesses along Sunset. It would be much 
more beneficial to build an "eastern corridor" alternative to slow and meandering Dixie Drive - however, that would 
only go so far to solve the congestion problems on Bluff and Sunset roads. [4547-1]

Prohibit a highway corridor through the Red Cliffs NjCA. Only through prohibiting the "Northern Corridor" can the 
BLM ensure long-term protection for the Mojave Desert tortoise. This will also help to minmize the sounds of more 
frequent and larger vehicle on the road, allowing visitors a more natural, nature focused experience and visit. [4577-1]

There is no need for a highway in this area. These areas need to be given the protection they deserve. Please under-
stand that protecting Utah’s resources now will help your state make much more money than using these lands for 
extraction. After the oil/gas/minerals/trees are gone, so is the money, and so is the environment. [4656-1]

Prohibit a highway corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA. Only through prohibiting the "Northern Corridor" can the 
BLM ensure long-term protection for the Mojave Desert tortoise. [4657-5]

Inaddition to inaccurately describing the northern route alignment options, Preferred Alternative B proposes to 
change VRM Class III to the more restrictive Class II for most of the RCNCA. This change in VRM Class adds an 
additional barrier for development including that described in OPLMA. Table 2-62, Map 2-32. The VRM class change 
conflicts with Alternative D designation of a Northern Corridor and conflicts.with the route currently under applica-
tion by the County. [4674-42]

The DRMP's interpretation of OPLMA has eliminated significant language in its treatment of the "northern transpor-
tation route", which violates the law. [4674-45]

Revise the analysis of OPLMA to acknowledge that Congress has expressly included a northern transportation route 
"within its terms and thus deems such a route to be consistent" with the other terms of the statute. [4674-46]

Eliminate ROW avoidance or exclusion areas to the extent necessary to fulfill the statute's mandate to identify a 
northern transportation route. [4674-49]

The county's preferred Northern Corridor Route is not included anywhere in the draft RMP. The future growth of the 
county clearly requires a traffic route from the east side of the metropolitan area to the west side. The county has had 
this route in its master plan for decades. I would like to see the BLM work with the county to promote responsible 
growth according to plans adopted by local and regional planning units [4675-8] 

Based on the conservation purpose of the RCNCA and the existing Washington County multi-species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP), BLM cannot and should not designate a northern transportation route (i.e., northern cor-
ridor) through the RCNCA. [4678-25]

BLM clearly stated, management decisions under Alternative D, which would allow the development of a corridor 
through the RCNCA, "would not meet the Congressional mandate that BLM 'conserve, protect, and enhance' the 
resource values of the NCA, and in particular, all species listed under the protection of the ESA that occur in the 
NCA." DEIS, 790. Furthermore, developing transportation corridors under rights-of-way granted under Alternative 
D, "including Washington County's proposed 'northern transportation route,' . . . potentially jeopardize the continued 
existence of the threatened Mojave desert tortoise in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit and reduce populations 
and habitats for other at-risk species." Id. Based on BLM's own analysis and a factual history of the development of 
the HCP and the OPLMA, BLM cannot approve a transportation corridor through the RCNCA. [4678-26]

A northern highway corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA is completely at odds with the goals and compromise of 
both the earlier Reserve and now the NCA.2 [4679-5]

Title O, Section 1977 of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 provides that, in preparing the travel 
plan for BLM lands in Washington County, the BLM, "in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies, State, tribal, 
and local governmental entities (including the County and St. George City, Utah), and the public, identify 1 or more 
alternatives for a northern transportation route in the County." Based on previous evaluations of a potential northern 
corridor in conjunction with the expansion of the Red Hills Parkway, the BLM can best carry out this requirement by 
considering an alternative that recognizes that the Red Hills Parkway is already fulfilling this purpose and not consid-
ering alternatives that would negatively impact the sensitive desert tortoise habitat in the Red Cliffs NCA. [4679-6]

Recent evaluation has confirmed that the community's current and future transportation needs have been met with 
the widening of the existing Red Hills Parkway on previously impacted land, and therefore placing a new road on 
pristine tortoise habitat through the creation of a different "northern corridor" route will damage the viability of the 
Red Cliffs NCA. 3 [4679-7]

Should consider identifying the expanded Red Hills Parkway as the potential Northern Transportation Corridor. 
[4679-8]

In the RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA, the BLM should hold biological concerns paramount. This area was set aside 
through the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve in order to allow development to occur elsewhere in the county, and any at-
tempt to compromise its integrity now by developing within its boundaries should be categorically denied. 4 In order 
to fulfill the requirements of the Omnibus, the BLM [4679-8]
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The BLM should not adopt an alternative that considers a new route through the Red Cliffs NCA, which would vio-
late the management direction in the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 and the Habitat Conservation 
Plan [4679-12]

A road through the Red Cliffs NCA violates the terms of the HCP. Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was created during the 
HCP process as a mutually-agreed upon solution to the tortoise's endangered species act listing and the resulting 
conflict for Washington County (County) and private sector not being able to develop any lands in the County that 
contained tortoises. It took years to hammer out the details of the HCP and by signing the agreement the County 
was allowed to develop nearly 5 times more acres of tortoise habitat than those that were protected in the Reserve. 
The Nature Conservancy and the public accepted this loss of tortoises and habitat because there was critical, on-
the-ground protection for the tortoise within the Reserve. The County has already enjoyed the benefits of the agree-
ment by allowing development in tortoise habitat. There was no exception for a major road through the Reserve and 
because all parties agreed to the terms of the HCP, conservation organizations, public agencies and the general public 
rightly assumed that the agreement would be in place in perpetuity. A road through a very sensitive portion of the 
Reserve certainly breaks faith with the public and the public agencies, disregards the basic intention of the HCP and 
the previous commitment to the HCP by the County. [4690-2]

A road through the Red Cliffs NCA fragments habitat for the desert tortoise. The 1994 and 2011 Desert Tortoise 
Recovery Plans (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) states that a reserve that has a population of less than 2,000 adult 
tortoises is too small to sustain a tortoise population in perpetuity. The Northern Corridor or other new road would 
divide the NCA into portions that would contain less than 2,000 adult tortoises, thus creating a situation that would 
not sustain the tortoise populations. The HCP states that the purpose of the Reserve is to maintain a tortoise popula-
tion in perpetuity. We also recommend that you review the following paper: Regional Desert Tortoise Monitoring in 
the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, 2013 by Ann M. McLuckie, Erik T. Woodhouse, and Richard A. Fridell, Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources, Publication Number 14-15, http://digitallibrary.utah.gov/awweb/main.jsp?flag=browse&smd=
1&awdid=13). The authors, experts for the Red Cliffs NCA desert tortoise population, state that the current number 
of adult tortoises is 2,130. Although these numbers have been more or less stable for the last few years, it is a decline 
from 1998-2001 when numbers were at 3,148 adult tortoises in the Reserve. The Reserve is already fragmented into 
6 pieces. Zone 3, the core of the Reserve with some of the historically highest tortoise densities, is fragmented into 3 
portions. Constructing another road through the Reserve (and BLM's portion - the NCA) would further divide Zone 
3 from 3 fragments into 5 fragments - a significant threat for the tortoise population. [4690-3]

Washington County needs effective traffic planning to keep up with the growth that has come and will come. Traffic 
planning to date has kept up with growth. Our sleepy frontage roads have become vast thoroughfares. Our farm roads 
have become collector and feeder routes. Our need to plan for traffic congestion is only getting bigger. One of the 
largest errors in traffic planning to date regards a northerly route to avoid congested traditional routes and to allow 
traffic movement to the north without a centralizing bottleneck problem. [4698-1]

If planned and built effectively, a northern route can benefit the habitat preserve in many ways. Some of those ways 
are wildfire buffer, better control against illegal vehicular access, and adequate transportation access to approved trail 
sites. [4698-2]

If we fail to plan for another route we will be forcing the East-to-West traffic to congest in commercial gridlock and 
idle at stoplights for generations. As traffic gets worse and daily trips continue to increase, we will be forcing all driv-
ers to sit and idle and contribute to air pollution. Studies have shown that idling engines in commercial traffic are 
some of the worst contributors to air pollution. [4698-4]

Washington County residents need a northern traffic route. As you are about to adopt an updated management plan 
concerning public lands in Washington County, please adopt a plan that allows for the least restrictive traffic plan-
ning. We need routes and planning alternatives to facilitate traffic movement and to preserve the attractive natural 
beauty we love. [4698-5]

The planning effort does not address the long-term travel management for Washington County in that the Northern 
Corridor is not given adequate consideration. This illustrates a lack of cooperation and coordination with Washington 
County and the St. George area. [4704-3]

I have strong concerns regarding the proposed Northern Corridor: 1 - Population Growth Population growth stud-
ies completed for Washington County indicate that the greatest growth in the area will be in southern St George and 
Hurricane areas. Projected growth along the Hwy 18 corridor north of Sunset Blvd in St George, along with Ivins and 
Santa Clara, does not justify the build of a road between this area and the City of Washington. [4705-1]

2 - Red Hills Parkway Red Hills Parkway can be expanded to accommodate future growth. When the last Red Hills 
Pkwy expansion was proposed, local leaders claimed that the expansion could not be engineered and the increased 
capacity would be maximized very quickly. The road was successfully expanded and the usage load to date is under 
the projected numbers. [4705-2]

Tortoise Habitat and Pollutants Emissions from motorized vehicles which would travel the Northern Corridor would 
pollute the air and ground along the length of the Corridor and detrimentally impact the health of the desert tortoise. 
Protecting the desert tortoise is a major requirement of the Red Cliffs National Conservation Land mandate and the 
Fish and Wildlife Department. Adverse impacts could also result from the utilities placed along the corridor. [4705-3]

Future Development along the Corridor - "If you build it, they will come" Lands in Washington County originally 
set aside for preservation have been developed as the result of land swaps and other land ownership negotiations. 
Examples are areas north of Ivins below the Red Mountain, Padre Canyon, and Snow Canyon. History supports that 
where roads are developed, commercial and residential growth follow; I believe it would be inevitable, and devastat-
ing to the preservations mandated for the Red Cliffs NCA. [4705-4]

While the environmental concerns are significant for some and of concern to most, I am quite certain, that a very 
good case could be made that this Hwy would actually enhance the ecosystem of not only the classified endangered 
desert tortoises, but the overall environment of the St. George area. Stop and go traffic and ever increasing congestion 
along the east/west St. George Blvd. and or Bluff Street from I-15 leading north-west to the less congested northern 
western portions of St. George would be virtually eliminated for Northern Corridor users. A significant reduction in 
air pollution from very slow moving east west traffic on the two major arterial s noted, would be the result of this cor-
ridor being built along with, of course with the east/west traffic over all the previously proposed and partially imple-
mented alternate limited stops routes. [4706-1]

Let me share some of my specific concerns. First the Northern Corridor. The County and St. George City and sur-
rounding areas need a road corridor that can be set aside for the future growth and the elimination of traffic conges-
tion. I don't see in the plan an appropriate plan for this. The Cities need to have a say in the plan so that roads, water, 
sewer, and power line easements can still be placed to prevent land locking future development. These corridors can 
be discussed with the Cities and County now and included in the plan so that all parties are prepared to do their part 
in mitigating their impact on these conservation areas. Without proper planning the cost of the roadways and util-
ity corridors will be difficult and expensive if even possible and the burden on the tax payer disproportionate. The 
lands are federal lands but the cost to the local people will be significant while at the same time people throughout 
the United States bare little cost or inconvenience while they are just as much an owner as the local citizen. Either the 
federal government should help with the additional costs of this infrastructure in the future or allow for appropriate 
corridors in the plan. [4708-5]

1.6.2, Page # 33, Section 1.6.2 does reference the Washington Parkway Cost/Benefit Study (Dixie MPO 2011) pre-
pared to identify the need for a transportation route. However, the citation does not fully address the long-term trans-
portation needs of the region that have been identified by local agencies through the long-range transportation plan-
ning process. As traffic volumes increase in the St. George urban area, traffic demand is expected to exceed capacity 
on portions of St. George Boulevard, Bluff Street, and Interstate 15 by 2040 (DMPO 2011). While population trends 
were revised downward as a result of the recession, revised population trends still show that the population will more 
than double by 2040 (DMPO Regional Transportation Plan 2015). The anticipated patterns of population growth have 
not substantially changed since the 2011 analysis, and traffic modeling still shows that a Northern Transportation 
Route is an essential component of the regional transportation system (DMPO Regional Transportation Plan 2015). 
Consistent with adopted transportation plans, implementation of an east-west transportation corridor north of St. 
George. [4709-1]
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Page 280 through 285 - The "Northern Corridor" should be shown on all alternatives as directed by the OPMLA. 
Use the best available information to locate the corridor in an effective location for traffic utilization, have a reason-
able cost/benefit ratio, and provide for mitigation to enhance the survivability of the desert tortoise. A win/win for 
everyone is possible with this corridor. A study commissioned by the members of the Dixie Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (DMPO) has shown that it is possible to construct the road and provide protections and enhancement 
for the survivability of the desert tortoise. Use this well researched study in your decisions. That study seems to have 
been disregarded in the Resource Management Document. Please show the preferred alignment from the DMPO on 
all of your alternatives. [4713-9]

Please clarify "Alternative D" to show the very limited area of land that is being requested for a reasonable transporta-
tion corridor (the 6,350 acres shown on table 2-68 is misleading). The alignment requested by the DMPO is probably 
less than 1% of that total acreage. [4713-11]

The purpose of this letter is to remind affected parties of the history of the Washington County Habitat Conservation 
Plan (HCP) and to strongly argue against further consideration of building a so-called “Northern Corridor" road in 
desert tortoise habitat located within the congressionally designated Red Cliffs National Conservation Area (NCA). 
This proposed highway has been studied and rejected repeatedly. As you know, UDOT and the Federal Highway 
Department considered a northern corridor route through the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve in the 2009 Environmental 
Assessment for the Red Hills Parkway, and it was eliminated due to concerns of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
where they stated that:"a road would compromise the commitments on which the Washington County Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP) was based, is likely to compromise the biological integrity of the Upper Virgin Recovery 
Unit (already the smallest recovery unit), and may result in an adverse modification of designated critical habitat." 
[4714-1]

We believe that building a northern corridor through the Red Cliffs Reserve and particularly the NCA severely 
undermines the purpose of the HCP which was established as a mitigation measure to offset harmful effects on the 
desert tortoise population and habitat due to developmentin Washington County. The HCP was agreed upon because 
it was more acceptable than consulting individually with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on every devel-
opment proposal in tortoise habitat. Due to this agreement, development in, and subsequent loss of desert tortoise 
habitat in most of Washington County was permitted to continue because the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area 
was permanently set aside and protected.To build through that protected habitat now will encroach on the already 
limited habitat of the desert tortoise and put into question the contract agreed upon years ago [4714-2]

 The proposed northern corridor, if built through the Reserve or the NCA, will fragment the desert tortoise habitat in, 
and negate the value of, the Reserve and the NCA. Physically splitting the tortoise habitat into two parts with a road 
and tortoise fences would also separate the population into two portions, lessening genetic interchange. If the road is 
built the tortoise will be further adversely impacted by light, noise, vibration, vehicle traffic, and air pollution impacts. 
Previous tortoise viability analyses would be rendered moot. [4714-4]

We believe that building a new northern corridor would use up land needed by the desert tortoise and also believe 
this goes against the land exchange agreements made to establish the reserve. If this much land is taken from the 
reserve for a road it would be necessary to add equal valued tortoise habitat from elsewhere in Washington County to 
the Red Cliffs Reserve in order to compensate for the loss of habitat caused by constructing the proposed road. It is 
doubtful, however, thatsuch equally valued mitigation habitat exists in Washington County. [4714-6]

The proposed northern corridor would also be unwelcome to many citizens who view, hike, horseback ride, etc., in 
the Red Cliffs NCA and Reserve. Many fought hard to get it established and do not want to see their efforts lost. In a 
similar light, most property owners adjacent to the Red Cliffs NCA and Reserve, especially those who recently bought 
high value land on the north end of Washington City, do not want to see their property values go down further due to 
being next to a busy roadway. Many were assured when they bought their property that no roads or highways would 
ever adversely affect the property because the NCA and the Reserve was a protected area. [4714-7]

In addition, to create the Red Cliffs Reserve, and the NCA, numerous land exchanges have taken place at the cost of 
tens of millions of dollars. The money spent was to be used for conservation purposes and came from the federal gov-
ernment mostly through Section 6 of the Endangered Species Act. Some Land and Conservation Fund monies were 

also spent. If the NCA were diminished, would the taxpayers of Washington County have to reimburse these funds? It 
also needs to be pointed out here that land acquisition for road construction is not a legitimate conservation purpose. 
[4714-8]

In the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 (Lands Bill) there is a provision for BLM to do a comprehen-
sive Travel and Transportation Management Plan, in accordance with the Federal Land Policy 3 and Management Act 
(FLPMA); the Secretary of Interior in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local govern-
ment entities (including the County and St George, Utah), and the public, identify 1 or more alternatives for a north-
ern transportation route in the County. The language in the Lands Bill does not, by any reasonable interpretation, re-
quire the northern corridor to be built. All it requires the agency to do is to "identify (or name) 1 or more alternatives 
for a northern transportation route in the County" in consultation with agencies, local entities, the State, tribes, and 
the public in development of the BLM's Travel Management Plan. The Lands Bill does not require BLM to designate a 
northern transportation route in the Transportation Management Plan. [4714-10]

The Lands Bill is also unambiguous and clear in establishing the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area. The purposes 
are to conserve, protect, and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecologi-
cal, scenic, wildlife, recreational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources of the National 
Conservation Area; and to protect listed as a threatened or endangered species. This NCA designation to protect the 
habitat for desert tortoise is paramount and adds a strong layer of federal land protection. Ultimately any decision to 
proceed with a northern corridor will be made by BLM, the land manager of the NCA, in close coordination with the 
USFWS, the agency responsible for federally listed species, and in consultation with the other entities named previ-
ously. If UDOT proceeds to study the feasibility of a northern corridor route, we suggest that it should look at more 
than just traffic needs and projections and take into consideration the reasons why in 2006 seven members of the 
Habitat Conservation Advisory Committee voted unanimously against allowing the northern corridor. [4714-12]

The proposed "northern corridor" would run through the NCA and prime Desert Tortoise habitat. Thus, not only 
would the corridor violate the clear intent of the NCA designation, it would be in direct violation of the HCP.10 
While it is clear that the "northern corridor" is not a viable alternative, some within the Washington County com-
munity have suggested that the 2009 Omnibus Bill mandates that BLM permit a northern transportation route 
through the Red Cliffs NCA. This interpretation is in direct conflict with the common sense reading of the legislation 
and intent of Congress. If Congress intended to mandate the corridor within the boundaries of the Red Cliffs NCA, 
they would have clearly stated as such. Instead the highway corridor language is in a completely different section of 
the legislation and only instructs BLM to "identify alternatives" within the county. From the plain text and common 
sense reading of the legislation it is clear Congress never intended to mandate the placement of the northern corridor 
through the Red Cliffs NCA. [5666-10]

We understand that BLM may have included a northern corridor alternative in the Draft EIS to satisfy the require-
ments of the Omnibus. However, the northern corridor alternative is in direct violation of the purposes for which the 
Red Cliffs was established and is not a legally viable alternative. [5666-10]

The Northern Highway Corridor in Alternative D should not be considered a viable option as it violates both the Red 
Cliffs legislation and the Habitat Conservation Plan. [5666-11]

Pg. 32, section 1.6.2.1 defines the OPLMA at section 1977 but fails to include the clarifying language provided by 
Senator Hatch. Ensuing paragraphs in this section note those comments against the corridor but none of the com-
ments in favor or the corridor are included. The last paragraph of this section states that "In compliance with the 
legislative mandate..." when in fact it is clearly not in compliance as the corridor was to be placed in each Alternative 
to be properly evaluated and not in an Alternative that has been clearly designed to fail. Further the paragraph er-
rors in designating and evaluating a new utility and transportation corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA that could 
"accommodate any of the alignments for the northern transportation route". A corridor of this size and magnitude 
clearly has no chance of being moved forward and to include the mandated "Northern Transportation Route" (which 
encompasses 2.5% to 4% of the designated corridor) in this "newly designated utility and transportation corridor" is 
incorrect and a fatal flaw! The intent of the law was to include one or more alternatives (locations) for the route in the 
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"Final" plan, not include many alternatives of the route along with everything else that is undesirable or bad, into one 
Alternative that will obviously fail. [5673-1]

As I understand, even though the northern transportation route is not in the recommended Alternative, the preferred 
route can, and should, be included the approved alternative even thought the "all encompassing" Transportation 
Corridor is in the failed Alternative. This should be done to be in compliance with the OPLMA. [5673-1]

Why is the northern transportation corridor (NTC) included with the "ROW Corridor" when it only crosses the 
"ROW Corridor at one of the ROW's narrowest locations? [5673-4]

Table 2-69, p289, Wildlife, wouldn't the NTC improve the fire break status and provide a fuel break? And why would 
any restoration project not emphasize the use of native species? Assumption? [5673-6]

Page 748 states below. 4.26.2.9 Impacts from Management of Lands and Realty "Alternative D would manage 38,325 
acres of the NCA as ROW Exclusion area, but would retain the existing designated utility corridors along State Route 
18 and I-15 (183 acres) and would designate a new utility and transportation corridor, totaling 6,350 acres in size, in 
which new utilities and the new multi-lane roadway proposed by Washington County (the "northern transportation 
route") could be constructed." Is it really a fair and reasonable evaluation of this important transportation corridor to 
lump it in with over 6000 ac for evaluation? The transportation corridor is roughly 2.5 % of this amount. (Maybe 4% 
if you go all the way to MP13) [5673-7]

Section 4-34-2-7 Top of page 789 States: "Data Collected by UDWR indicates that areas within the corridor. Support 
an average tortoise population densities of 16.5 tortoises /km2". It goes on to indicate that between 158 and 208 desert 
tortoises could be impacted by construction. At this per acre ratio the Northern Transportation Route should be not-
ed as only affecting less than 10 ( between 6 and 8) tortoises to show the actual, minimal impact of the NTC. Again, 
it is being implied that the NTC is having large impact (over 100 creatures) when in fact it is not. Let's be correct and 
paint the right picture. [5673-8]

Section 4-42-2-15 Impacts from Management of Lands and Realty. p. 831 Second Paragraph states that "Washington 
County has submitted six potential alignments for the "northern transportation route" these alignments are shown on 
Map 4-1. The proposed rights-of-way corridor in Alternative D encompasses all of the proposed "northern transpor-
tation route" alignments and all of the current utility developments on public lands. It also provides acreage sufficient 
to accommodate future utility development" ........ How can this be a fair evaluation of the "northern transportation 
route"? This seems to be a fatal flaw!!! When the corridor would only cover about 150 acres if measured to Green 
Springs and roughly 250 ac if goes to MP 13. (2.5 to 4%). Why would the plan include all of the options the County 
studied and not just the preferred option the County is asking for. The other options were eliminated for various rea-
sons. The preferred option doesn't lie within the north/south corridor, it actually crosses it! [5673-10]

Essentially from Page 857 to page 862 under the discussion of Alt D clearly does not give the northern corridor 
any chance of being selected, nor does it give Alternative D any chance of being chosen. (I thought that each of the 
Alternatives were to be legit alternatives). It's ( the northern corridor) inclusion in the 6350 ac corridor is such that at 
times the discussion is hard to distinguish between the two and those reading it could easily perceive that the north-
ern corridor encompasses 6350 ac. Which it clearly does not. [5673-18]

It appears that the Northern Transportation Route has not been give a fair or correct assessment and that the RMP 
appears to be tainted against the inclusion of the NTR. This route is very important to the future transportation of the 
area as identified in the OPLMA and as recognized and required by Congress. [5673-22]

The draft RMP, reflects a management attitude that BLM manuals and policies trump laws passed by Congress, 
specifically OPLMA and FLPMA. As an example, when OPLMA requires BLM to study alternatives for a northern 
transportation route in the travel management plan, BLM claims that the corridor proposed in Alternative D of the 
RMP is sufficient to satisfy OPLMA because it more closely aligns with usual BLM practices. [5679-13]

In order to comply with OPLMA, the final RMP must allow the evaluation of various northern transportation routes 
in the travel management planning process. [5679-91]

If the Red Cliffs NCA is designated an exclusion area for rights of way, as BLM is proposing in Alternative B and 
C, it is unclear how the BLM could address northern corridor identification in the TMP-which is currently in 

administrative draft form but will not be released for public comment until the record of decision is issued for the 
RMP. An exclusion area is closed to ROWs like a northern transportation route. Since the TMP is not yet in existence, 
all alternatives in the RMP should have an option for a northern corridor. If an RMP alternative is selected without a 
northern corridor in it, BLM will be in a position when writing the TMP that it must either violate the mandate from 
OPLMA or be inconsistent with the RMP. Both of those options open BLM to liability. Including a northern corridor 
in the final decision for the RMP will avoid this conundrum. [5679-92]

The county understands from its meetings with BLM that normally route designations are handled through an appli-
cation process rather than in the RMP and TMP planning processes. This has created some confusion on the part of 
the BLM. (Following Congress' directive in this case may require BLM to deviate from usual its resource management 
planning protocol.) This confusion is illustrated by the change in positions from the scoping period, where the north-
ern corridor was to be considered as part of the TMP, to the present, where BLM argues it has fulfilled its obligations 
in the draft RMP and need not consider the corridor in the TMP. The public scoping meeting display boards stated 
that consideration of the northern corridor would be considered in the travel management planning. (See Scoping 
Report, October 2010, at E-14.) However, currently it is the county's understanding that BLM does not intend to 
consider northern corridor alternatives in the TMP if the preferred alternative of the RMP regarding ROW avoidance 
and exclusion areas is selected. BLM's rationale is that the consideration of a corridor designation in Alternative D 
satisfies the requirements of OPLMA. The county disagrees with BLM's current position and is willing to cooperate 
and offer any resources it has to help the BLM comply with the OPLMA mandate. [5679-93]

It is also the county's position that including routes in one alternative of the RMP does not satisfy OPLMAs man-
date to study one or more alternatives in the travel management plan. Although studying routes in the RMP is not 
the usual planning process, acts of Congress that specify a planning requirement are sufficient to change the normal 
planning process. Every alternative in the draft RMP should have included ROW provisions that would have allowed 
the consideration of northern corridor routes in the TMP. Currently, only Alternative D, and possibly Alternative A, 
allow for such consideration. [5679-94]

Furthermore, the county is concerned that the environmental analysis for Alternative D does not provide an accurate 
estimate of a single northern corridor route because it analyzes all of the proposed routes collectively rather than 
individually. Consequently, it analyzes the possible disturbance of thousands of acres, where the county's preferred 
alternative would only disturb a few hundred acres. [5679-95]

Washington County requests that Alternative D regarding ROW corridors in the Red Cliffs NCA be adopted. This is 
the only alternative that clearly allows for the collaborative route identification in developing the TMP that is required 
by OPLMA. Additionally, the county requests that language be included in the final RMP clarifying that portions of 
non-federally managed property that come under federal ownership where a potential corridor route has been pro-
posed are designated as a ROW corridor. Lastly, the county requests that the BLM engage appropriate governmental 
partners (including the county, the City of St. George, and other local entities that will be directly impacted by the 
proposed corridor, the state, and FWS) in efforts to reach a consensus on this complicated issue. [5679-97]

6.2.1 33 "Applicable Land Use allows new ROW's in such avoidance areas where feasible alternative routes or desig-
nated corridors are not available. Need to allow the northern corridor proposed route to be added to Alternative B. 
[5679-128]

Lands and Realty. 279 2-68 Adjust avoidance and exclusion areas to allow for a northern transportation route in the 
final RMP. Add language about land purchased from private parties or the state to ensure that acquired lands needed 
for a northern route will be managed as corridor areas. OPLMA requires to BLM to study alternatives for a northern 
transportation route at the travel management stage, so any decisions at the RMP stage that disallow a route violate 
OPLMA. [5679-187]

I am opposed to the Northern Corridor option. I cannot align my thinking with the "growth machine" of the current 
body politic in this part of Utah; well, perhaps all of Utah. I think there could be other options, such as construction 
of a well designed access and related infrastructure to and from Red Mountain Parkway off I-15. I think more com-
mitment to intelligently managing growth in the area is a better option than the Northern Corridor highway through 
the Red Cliffs NCA. [5680-11]
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Just walking this morning, realizing again how fortunate we are to have the beautiful Red Cliffs - putting the 
Northern Corridor through would be death - literally. Already the pillars are an eyesore from miles around, the noise 
and the spewing fumes filling the valleys and washing down over the city - would not take long to create a stinking, 
dirty and unpleasant place - - As a cancer survivor, I particularly appreciate the clean air. [5840-1]

I live in Dammeron Valley and prefer habitat for desert tortoise and other native species over the proposed Northern 
corridor concept. [5870-1]

In particular I am concerned with development of the Northern Corridor highway because of the information 
presented in the "Draft 2015-2040 Regional Transportation Plan" prepared by the Dixie Metropolitan Planning 
Organization and published in April 2015. Pages 58 and 59 of that document indicate that population and employ-
ment growth are expected to concentrate in the east and southeast areas of the region. Assuming that expectation is 
unchanged, it's not clear why a road would be built to serve the north and northwest of the area. [5872-1]

The Northern Corridor highway is a threat in particular to the Federally-protected Mojave Desert tortoise. The 
Bureau is obligated to protect the species. [5877-2]

We are concerned about the continued push by local officials for a northern corridor highway through the Red 
Cliffs NCA. Given that the Mojave desert tortoise has suffered significant population decline in the Red Cliffs Desert 
Reserve (from an average of 24 adult tortoises per square kilometer in 1998 to an average of 11 adult tortoises in 2013 
in the core of the reserve north of I-15 and east of SR 181 - the area for the proposed northern corridor), it is even 
more important to protect the best prime habitat from a proposed highway. [5896-9]

Given that a northern corridor highway would be a blatant violation of the HCP and ITP, we remain adamantly op-
posed to a Northern Transportation Route. Additionally, we support the BLM in its strong presentation of the nega-
tive environmental impacts of such a potential highway project and the impossibility it would pose for BLM's efforts 
to manage the Red Cliffs NCA in accordance with the purposes presented in the initiating legislation of the OPLMA 
(and as part of the National Conservation Lands system). [5896-10]

It appears that the purpose and need has been written and the alternatives assembled in the spirit of precluding 
future consideration of a Northern Transportation Route and not in compliance with the intent of the Omnibus 
Public Land Management Act (OPLMA) (Public Law 111-11 Section 1977). This section of OPLMA requires iden-
tification of "1 or more alternatives for a Northern Transportation Route." A letter submitted to the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) by Utah Senator Orrin Hatch [2] in January 2014 is attached that discusses the legislative intent 
of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009. The language in the bill was a good faith effort by Washington 
County Commissioners to defer the identification of the route to the RMP process so that the route location could 
minimize resource impacts, while still meeting the transportation need of the Washington County population. The 
commissioners understood that the language in OPLMA meant that local stakeholders and the BLM would study dif-
ferent routes and then designate the appropriate corridor through the RMP process, allowing science and public input 
to dictate the corridor location according to the transportation demand. Sen. Hatch writes, "The Law clearly intended 
that the NRT be built and should, therefore, be included in all of the alternatives or, at least, the preferred alternative." 
We request that the purpose and need be revised to better represent the legislative intent of OPLMA. [5899-3]

Alternative D significantly exaggerates the scale of potential impacts associated with a Northern Transportation 
Route. Throughout the RMP, the impact evaluation assumes development of all 6 corridors evaluated in the 
Washington Parkway Cost/Benefit Study [3]. This misrepresents the desire of the Dixie MPO. The Cost/Benefit Study 
was conducted to determine what route would meet transportation demand. Option 3 in the study is the only route 
that would meet the transportation need. This preferred corridor, submitted by Dixie MPO, would be 3.6 miles long 
and 300 feet wide (or less). This totals about 130 acres within the NCA boundaries. However, most of that land is 
currently private or state land. Less than 50 acres of the proposed Northern Transportation Route would be on federal 
land within the NCA. It is requested that all other routes be removed from the impact calculations, since only one 
route would ever be implemented and only one route would address traffic demand. The RMP significantly exagger-
ates potential impacts and combines the road and utilities for a cumulative 6,500 acres of right-of-way disturbances. 
This skews the impacts to the point that Alternative D does not meet the definition of a reasonable alternative under 
BLM or Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines. We request that the BLM develop a new alternative 

that complies with the mandate of the OPLMA Section 1977 and is consistent with the BLM and CEQ requirements 
for an alternative that meets the purpose and need, is viable and reasonable, is responsive to issues identified in scop-
ing, and is consistent with established planning criteria. [5899-4]

The RMP should analyze the scientific data provided within the Parkway Study and not summarily reject the study. 
[5899-9]

There is an unresolved conflict between management actions contained within the RMP/EIS and the Dixie MPO 
adopted, approved, and certified Long Range Transportation Plan.[6] This plan, as well as the previous iterations of 
this plan, identifies the need for a Northern Transportation Route through the RCNCA from Interstate 15's Exit 13 to 
Snow Canyon Parkway to serve the long-term transportation needs of the Washington County population. BLM has 
not made a meaningful attempt to address this unresolved conflict as required under 42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (E). [5899-29]

In addition to the Dixie MPO Land Use Plan that shows a Northern Transportation Route from Interstate 15's Exit 13 
to Snow Canyon Parkway, the Dixie MPO attempted to provide the May 16, 2011 Washington Parkway Cost Benefit 
Study[7] to the BLM to assist in identifying a Northern Transportation Route in Washington County consistent with 
congressional mandates. The 2011 study indicates that the route from Interstate 15's Exit 13 to Snow Canyon Parkway 
would best meet the transportation need within the county. To be consistent with this local and Federal Land Use 
Plan, the BLM must at least identify this option as the preferred Northern Transportation Route in the RMP/EIS. 
Changing the RMP/EIS to accommodate this chief concern is at best compelled by law, and at worst is consistent with 
law. [5899-30]

The current purpose and need is not consistent with the requirements of the 2009 Omnibus Act, but seems aimed at 
justifying the exclusion of a Northern Transportation Route. Somewhere in the Purpose Section it needs to be identi-
fied that part of the purpose is to "identify 1 or more alternatives for a Northern Transportation Route in the County 
in accordance with the mandates of OPLMA." We also request that Section 1.6.2.1 frame the inclusion of the NTR as 
part of the purpose of satisfying legislative mandates instead of posing its inclusion as a planning and management 
issue with a question. [5899-32]

It is clear in the narrative that a Northern Transportation Route was intended by Congress (OPLMA Section 1977) 
and that implementation of a new route would be consistent with the enabling legislation; consequently the manual's 
directive to avoid granting new ROWs does not apply to the Northern Transportation Route. [5899-35]

The guidance actually says OR the facilities must further the purposes for which the NCA, NM, or other special 
designation area was designated. This is a critical differentiation. The Northern Corridor is required by the Omnibus 
Public Lands Act and is needed for the public health and safety of the St. George community. The County has pro-
vided studies that demonstrate that a future roadway is critical in reducing congestion on the existing transportation 
network. Without the road the impacts of congestion associated with nearly 3,000 vehicle hours of delay per day by 
2040 threaten public health and safety [8] While this issue would be considered in more detail in a project level NEPA 
analysis, it should be acknowledged here in the planning level document. [5899-37]

The RMP document lacks sufficient understanding of the very real and present needs for this route - particularly with 
regards to public safety, public health, air quality, and economic development. [5899-39]

A Northern Transportation Route is not discussed until Section 1.6.2.1. This section is intended for Planning Issues 
which is defined in the text as "matters of controversy or dispute over public land conditions, resource management 
activities, or allowable land uses that are well defined and for which alternatives can be developed for a specific plan-
ning area. These issues may be a concern expressed by the public, state/local governments or other stakeholders and 
may include concerns about potential serious deterioration of public lands, significant impacts or conflicts, or uses 
that may not be in the best public interest." The text in this Section (beginning on page 30) is written in a manner that 
indicates strong opposition to construction of a roadway, and is not in keeping with a full and impartial alternatives 
evaluation. [5899-40]

Section 1.6.2 does reference the Washington Parkway Cost/Benefit Study [10] prepared to identify the need for a 
transportation route. However, the citation does not fully address the long-term transportation needs of the region 
that have been identified by local agencies through the long-range transportation planning process. [5899-41]
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The need for this route has been consistently identified in plans. This route would fulfill the following needs: 
Complies with Law and fulfills congressional mandates. Identification of a Northern Transportation Route complies 
with the mandate of PL 111-11 Section 1977. Reduces delays. This route is anticipated to reduce travel delays by about 
3,000 hours a day by 2040. At a user cost of $18 per hour, this equates to a yearly cost savings of about $19.5 million. 
This is a rough estimate of the annual benefits and doesn't account for all the cost savings including vehicle operations 
cost savings resulting from more efficient travel, accident cost savings resulting from reduced congestion, or indirect 
benefits such as vehicle emissions cost savings and economic influences associated with the project. Improves Public 
Health. While St. George is currently in conformity for air quality, vehicle traffic is the biggest source of emissions, 
as discussed in Chapter 3 of the RMP. As the population and vehicle congestion increase, emissions will continue 
to rise. As discussed previously, this route is anticipated to reduce travel delays associated with congestion by about 
3,000 hours a day. Particulate Matter and CO2 emissions can be lowered by improving traffic operations, specifically 
through the reduction of traffic congestion. Improves Public Safety. Crash frequency increases with increasing con-
gestion levels due to higher vehicle densities, unpredictable variations in speeds, and less distance between vehicles. 
A Northern Transportation Route would reduce crash rates by reducing congestion on key transportation routes. 
Additionally, a new route would improve emergency access and response times. [5899-42]

It is stated that Alternative B seeks to balance resource protection and human use; however, it fails to consider the 
transportation needs of the broader St. George community. It also fails to consider the indirect impacts of preventing 
a Northern Transportation Route. [5899-45]

Alternative D lumps the Northern Transportation Route, which would only disturb 50 acres of BLM land, into 6,500 
acres of potential disturbance associated with utility corridors. This severely misrepresents the potential impacts as-
sociated with a Northern Transportation Route. There is no basis for how or why an exaggerated 6,500 acre impact 
was selected. There is no documentation of coordination with utility owners to understand if the location or size of 
the proposed "corridor" is necessary. Additionally, the location for most of the utility corridors is directly correlated 
with the best modeled desert tortoise habitat (Figure 3-43) and the Yellow Knolls cultural site, which demonstrates 
that Alternative D is not, and cannot, be a viable and reasonable alternative intended to address planning issues, but 
appears to have been developed to distort potential impacts. [5899-46]

While designation of a ROW corridor would technically be permitted under Alternative D, the other management 
actions within Alternative D are prohibitive in implementing any type of roadway. Management actions that are of 
particular concern are related to exclusion areas, wildlife considerations, visual designations, and cultural resources 
protections. Ultimately, it appears that the manner in which the alternatives are presented allows little room to move 
forward. To comply with the intent of OPLMA it must be feasible to actually implement a future road corridor. If the 
alternative is so restrictive that it is not feasible to implement a future road, this alternative has not truly been evalu-
ated in accordance with the legislation. [5899-47]

Alternative D includes a "6,350-acre utility and transportation ROW corridor." As discussed above the extent of that 
designation is not reasonable or based on need. [5899-65]

The analysis of the north-south utility corridor along Cottonwood Road is, in most instances throughout Chapter 
4, combined with the east-west Northern Transportation Route. These corridors should be separated in the impact 
analysis. These two corridors are geographically distinct, serve separate functions/needs, and result in vastly different 
impacts. The Northern Transportation Route would occupy 50 acres of federal land and a total of 130 acres within the 
boundary of the NCA, so the utility corridor presumably accounts for the other 6,300 acres of impact. [5899-70]

Internal inconsistencies make it difficult to parse out the actual impacts associated with a Northern Transportation 
Route. It appears that this is a deliberate attempt to escalate impacts and eliminate Alternative D from consideration. 
[5899-74]

Section 4.34.2.7 discusses how development of a 6,350 acre utility and transportation "corridor" could result in "take" 
of tortoise, adverse modification of critical habitat, and jeopardize the survival of desert tortoises in the recovery unit. 
However, there are several major issues with this analysis. First, management actions identified in Chapter 2 would 
specifically prevent incidental take and adverse modification of critical habitat. Second, the magnitude of the impact 
is inconsistent with reality. Based on the tortoise density formula provided in this section, potential "take" associated 

with a Northern Transportation Route would be 3.3 tortoises on BLM land and 10 tortoises within the NCA, not 158-
208 as asserted in the text. Additional measures could be implemented to further reduce incidental take. The section 
goes on to discuss how the new utilities or roadway in Alternative D would result in injuries, mortality, and would 
be "negative, major, short and long-term." There is really very little analysis to support that conclusion. The impacts 
should be derived based on how the proposed action would be a departure from the existing condition, not the de-
sired future condition. There are many existing issues in the NCA that have negatively impacted the tortoise over the 
last 20 years. We are disappointed that the RMP has no mechanism or plan to address many of the core problems in 
the NCA including private inholdings, utilities, Cottonwood Road (a fenced north-south road that bisects the NCA 
with no existing tortoise crossings), predation, and fire management. [5899-77]

the impact analysis does not acknowledge the Washington Parkway Study: Integration of East-West Transportation 
Needs with Conservation Objectives for Desert Tortoise in Washington County, this study was commissioned by the 
Dixie MPO in 2012, to demonstrate that a context sensitive approach to roadway design and management can ame-
liorate many existing threats, improve ecological conditions, and provide future management options for the desert 
tortoise within the NCA. [5899-78]

Section 4.36.2.10 asserts that the 6,350 acres of utility and transportation corridors could affect 42 prehistoric or his-
toric period sites. Again we request that transportation be separated from the exaggerated size of the utility corridor. 
[5899-80]

Table 4-33 also lists affected trails for six different Northern Transportation Corridor alternatives. The draft RMP 
document uses this chart to erroneously show the "cumulative" impacts of a transportation corridor and ignores 
the intent of MPO documents to analyze the differences between and among these six transportation alternatives to 
identify which one best meets the transportation need. We request that the BLM further coordinate with the trans-
portation planning professionals at the Dixie MPO, based on their special expertise with respect to transportation in 
accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, to identify one or more alternatives for a Northern Transportation Route. A look at a 
"cumulative" impact is not only unrealistic and misleading to the public, but directly violates the intent of the legisla-
tion directing this effort. [5899-84]

Table 4-35- This table asserts that Alternative D could increase demand for ROWs. Allowing ROWs does not increase 
demand for ROWs. The demand for utility and transportation ROWs is based on public need for the services provid-
ed. That is why it is critical that the BLM coordinate with utility and transportation professionals to understand what 
the current and future needs are, and the locations where those ROWs are needed. Transportation and utility provid-
ers have long-range plans that are not reflected in any of the Alternatives presented in this RMP/EIS as required by 40 
CFR 1501.6. [5899-85]

Section 4.45.2 We are concerned that this section does not account for or acknowledge any of the economic or social 
impacts associated with preventing a Northern Transportation Route, or choosing a route that does not meet the 
transportation need, in Alternatives B and C. Additionally, the very detailed modeling goes to great lengths to quan-
tify economic impacts associated with recreation and grazing, but does not account for any costs associated with 
congestion. These costs are easily quantifiable using FHWA endorsed methodologies, and the costs/benefits associ-
ated with congestion far outweigh the costs associated with grazing or recreation. The Dixie MPO provided a Cost 
Benefit Analysis showing that a Northern Transportation Route would reduce costs associated with delays by as much 
as $19.5 million dollars per year by 2040 (see comments on Chapter 1 above). [5899-86]

Further the section goes on to say "Estimation of the specific and net impacts of development of the corridor is 
beyond the scope of this planning-level EIS, and would require specification of exact alignments and design fea-
tures." The design level detail will not change the cost savings resulting from reduced congestion from a Northern 
Transportation Route. These costs are fairly easy to quantify and have been provided to the BLM. [5899-89]

The RMP/EIS does make note of the Cost/Benefit Study in this section. However, it should be noted that the cost/
benefit numbers shown in table 8 of the referenced study were only used as a comparison value to see which alterna-
tive was the best relative to each alternative. The numbers were based on a single year, 2040 which is clearly for the 
purpose of comparison. In discussions with the consultant, the benefit/cost ratio was used just for this comparison 
purpose, and any other interpretation is incorrect. The next part of the statement is a little more correct in that if you 
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look at the cost benefit ratio over the life of the project, the rough calculations would be in the neighborhood of 0.1 
to 0.15, which would be extremely favorable. This section goes on to say "It is important to note that the cost/benefit 
ratios in the Washington Parkway Cost/Benefit Study were based on population projections released in 2008 by the 
Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget. These estimates were revised downward considerably when that of-
fice released new projections in 2012. It is not clear if a long-term cost/benefit ratio for the highway would be favor-
able, based on the new population projections." While population trends were revised downward as a result of the 
recession, revised population trends still show the population more than doubling by 2040. The anticipated patterns 
of population growth have not substantially changed since the 2011 analysis and traffic modeling still shows that a 
Northern Transportation Route is an essential component of the regional transportation system. If the cost/benefit 
study were completed using the revised traffic projections it would still be positive. The result of the revised projec-
tions is that some of the benefits of reducing delay and congestion reported in the 2011 cost/benefit study would 
be pushed to a longer timescale - but not more than five years based on the area's continuing population growth. 
[5899-90]

Ivins City is extremely concerned with fact that the "Northern Corridor" road through the Red Cliffs NCA was hastily 
considered and dismissed in the draft RMP. Paragraph (2)(A) of Section 1977 Management Plan of the 2009 Omnibus 
Act (Washington County Lands Bill) clearly states that the Secretary shall designate one alternative for a Northern 
Transportation route in Washington County. In the purpose and need statement, pages 33-34 of the draft RMP, in-
stead of outlining the "purpose and need" of such a corridor, it lists excuses for why it was covered in a non-preferred 
alternative and basically dismissed from the start at scoping. This is not in harmony with the federal dictates of the 
2009 Washington County Lands Bill. You cannot dismiss this alternative without evaluating the costs and impacts 
of dismissing this alternative, especially since this alternative analysis is dictated by federal law, but also this violates 
basic NEPA alternatives analysis principles. [5901-4]

Chapter 2 of the Draft RMP does not include a reasonable range of alternatives. According to the Executive Summary 
of the BDWNCA, RCNCA, and SGFO Plan Amendment "Each action alternative must meet the purpose and need 
for the plans, be viable and reasonable, be responsive to issues identified in scoping, and consistent with the es-
tablished planning criteria." As currently defined, Alternatives B and D do not meet that definition. Alternative D 
is an extreme alternative that was designed to have disproportionate impacts associated with rights-of-way. (e.g., 
Alternative D allows for 6,500 acres managed as designated transportation and utility corridors. It is estimated that 
a Northern Corridor would actually impact less than 100 acres.) This extreme alternative results in disproportion 
impacts that make the alternative unreasonable and not-viable. Alternative B is also problematic because it does not 
respond to the congressional mandate for consideration of a northern transportation route. Furthermore, as I un-
derstand it, this alternative has been dismissed without consultation with any local agencies, including ours, despite 
specific instructions in the land bill to do so. The Dixie Area MPO has indicated that its modeling shows congestion 
and traffic failures without this important corridor, basically gridlock. Ifyou disagree with their modeling you must 
present your own analysis as a counter. Ivins City citizens will feel the brunt of such narrow focus and dismissive-
ness of transportation needs. Ivins residents will be forced into major traffic congestion with no alternatives since 
our transportation corridor options are few and scarce. Ivins City cannot accept that the purpose and need statement 
leave out this important need. Please respond and let us know how you plan to remedy this problem at your earli-
est convenience. Inasmuch as Ivins City is a participating member of the Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization, 
Ivins City hereby incorporates by this reference the Dixie MPO objections to the proposed plans in addition to the 
specific objections set forth above. [5901-5]

The map below is from a 2009 tortoise monitoring report and shows the live desert tortoise population in Zone 3 
of the Reserve/NCA. It's clear that the majority of tortoise are in areas where potential northern corridor routes are 
proposed. I have superimposed the proposed roads on this map, which shows that the northern-most route is the 
only route that avoids the highly populated areas. Although there has been decline in Zone 3's population, it remains 
a critical habitat area for the tortoise. [5903-4]

If BLM has such intense political pressure at both the local and national level for a road, then the "Great" Northern 
Corridor (GNC) - the proposed road that appears on the BLM's RMP at the northern edge of the NCA - would be a 
better option for a road and has been considered as an option for the county in some past transportation reports they 

prepared. The road was rejected due to cost, but given that local leaders made the agreement to create the Reserve/
NCA, they should realize this may be their only "honorable" choice. The GNC would provide the east-west corridor 
they desire since a road already exists which is used by some and would just need to be widened. It would also elimi-
nate the noise and disruption created by heavy equipment in prime Zone 3 habitat that other roads would necessitate. 
Yes, it would be a more expensive project for the county, but it would hold to the agreement made in 1996 to preserve 
the Reserve, now NCA, and local officials and citizens will just need to abide by that. It could be made a toll road, 
thereby helping to recoup some of the expense, and would avoid the probable lawsuits that would accompany the NC 
through the habitat. [5903-5]

The designation of a new utility and transportation corridor (i.e., northern transportation route) as described in 
Alternative D (RMP, Ch.2 pg. 284) would have a suite of negative impacts to the desert tortoise population in the 
Red Cliffs NCA. For example, construction of a northern transportation route highway would further fragment the 
already small tortoise population in Zone 3 and compromise the conservation and recovery of the desert tortoise 
within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. Highways and roads have significant impacts on desert tortoise populations 
and habitat by causing accidental mortality of tortoises; providing access to remote areas for collectors and poachers; 
fragmenting habitat; and facilitating the invasion of non-native vegetation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
2011). See Attachment B for a more detailed analysis of the effects of a northern transportation route to desert tor-
toises. [5905-1]

The desert tortoise recovery plan recommends conserving intact desert tortoise habitat and avoiding the establish-
ment of new roads in tortoise conservation areas (USFWS 2011). In addition, your RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA 
includes the following goals and objectives that would not be achievable with the selection of any alternative that 
would allow for construction of a northern transportation route highway, or similar facilities: * Goal (Special Status 
Wildlife Species)-Habitats for listed species are conserved, protected, and restored to support viable populations that 
no longer require listing protection under the ESA. * Objective (Special Status Wildlife Species)-Habitat connectiv-
ity, migration routes, and movement corridors are conserved, protected, and restored to support species persistence, 
adaptation, and overall biodiversity under changing climate conditions. * Objective (Special Status Reptile Species, 
Desert Tortoise)-Ecologically intact core areas of designated critical habitat are conserved and protected from frag-
mentation and loss of native vegetation communities, through appropriate land use allocations and management 
actions across BLM programs. * Objective (Special Status Reptile Species, Desert Tortoise)-Land uses and authorized 
activities are managed so that habitats provide ecological diversity and connectivity to create genetic resilience for 
desert tortoise populations under changing climatic conditions. * Management Guidance (Special Status Wildlife 
Species)-lmplement the goals, objectives, and management recommendations that apply to public lands from USFWS 
approved Recovery Plans.  [5905-2]

As you conclude in your RMP analysis, management decisions under Alternative D related to Lands and Realty 
management (e.g., northern transportation route) would not meet the conservation, protection, and enhancement 
purpose of the NCA for ecological resources. [5905-3]

 Overall, Alternative C (Pg. 284, Table 2-68) is the only acceptable alternative for lands and realty because it does 
not authorize the designation of new corridors for linear ROWs, thereby prioritizing desert tortoise management in 
concert with BLM' s commitments as a signatory of the 1996 Washington County HCP and regarding management 
of NCAs. Alternative C would help ensure that the Red Cliffs NCA remains capable of supporting a viable desert 
tortoise population by avoiding and minimizing landscape-level habitat fragmentation. [5905-4]

The Northern Corridor would be good for connecting northeastern Washington County to the western area and cut 
the pollution produced by the extra vehicle miles driven. Perhaps a better route could be found that would impinge 
less on the desert tortoise habitat. [5910-11]

The Back Country Horsemen have been a valuable partner in developing and maintaining trails within the Red Cliffs 
Desert Reserve boundaries. One of the requests we have made numerous times was to develop some new trails in 
the west portion of the reserve. Subsequently we were told that we could not put trails into that area because it is the 
prime breeding area for the desert tortoise and the additional activity would be detrimental to the habitat and the 
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tortoises. Having said that, why then? Is it acceptable to build a road through an area where trails were considered 
unacceptable? [5914-1]

The Northern Corridor will detract from this one very important feature that brings visitors to this area. Certainly a 
more suitable alternative can be developed that is not so destructive in so many ways. [5914-2]

Mohave County and Washington County would prefer to see Alternative D used. Alternative D allows for all of the 
county’s routes it has studied and analyzes them as if the cumulative impacts of all of the routes could happen si-
multaneously. The future growth of Washington County and the surrounding areas demands a traffic route from the 
east side of the metropolitan area to the west side. We want to see the BLM work with local government to promote 
responsible growth rather than working alone to prevent progress. We urge BLM to openly recognize the RMP that 
that makes cooperating with local governments a high priority. [5916-6]

In order to fulfill the requirements of the Omnibus, the BLM should consider identifying the expanded Red Hills 
Parkway as the potential Northern Transportation Corridor. The BLM should not adopt an alternative that consid-
ers a new route through the Red Cliffs NCA, which would violate the management direction in the Omnibus and the 
HCP. [5917-4]

The congressional designation of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve directed the BLM to designate a northern corridor 
for potential future transportation needs. Alternative B does not include such a corridor. Potential corridors as in 
Alternative D should be included. [5919-10]

I see many problems authorizing the proposed "Northern Corridor" and think the idea should be promptly aban-
doned. I also want to remind interested parties of the history of the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP) and state that from the standpoint of conservation of a federally listed species, building a so-called "Northern 
Corridor" highway within protected desert tortoise habitat makes no sense. [5921-2]

This proposed road has been studied and rejected repeatedly. As I recall, the Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) and the Federal Highway Department considered a northern corridor route through the Red Cliffs Desert 
Reserve in the 2009 Environmental Assessment for the Red Hills Parkway, and it was eliminated due to concerns of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Their letter stated:" such a road would compromise the commitments on which 
the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan was based, is likely to compromise the biological integrity of the 
Upper Virgin Recovery Unit (already the smallest recovery unit), and may result in an adverse modification of desig-
nated critical habitat." [5921-3]

Development in, and subsequent loss of, desert tortoise habitat in most of Washington County was permitted to 
continue because habitat in the Red Cliffs area was permanently set aside and protected. Much of that development 
in Washington County has now taken place and cannot be undone. Today there are no other large blocks of unde-
veloped tortoise habitat remaining to mitigate future loss of significant acreage within the NCA. Potentially building 
a road now through the protected desert tortoise habitat in the HCP could result in the USFWS issuing a jeopardy 
opinion, which would surely slow future economic development in Washington County. This is not the time to slow 
economic development. [5921-5]

On a national level, HCPs have been an effective tool in the management of federally listed species. To discard all or 
portions of the successfully working Washington County HCP at this point creates a disturbing precedent for the 
400-some odd HCPs nationwide. It may also lead to the revocation of Washington County's "incidental take permit" 
issued under the ESA and could preclude nearly all future development of desert tortoise and other special status spe-
cies habitat in the county. [5921-6]

There are other problems to consider regarding building the proposed northern corridor. The proposed northern 
corridor road or highway would fragment the desert tortoise habitat in the protected area. Physically splitting the tor-
toise habitat into two or more parts with a road or highway would separate the population into two or more portions, 
lessening genetic interchange. Additionally, if the road were built through important habitat the tortoises would face 
new problems of light, noise, dogs, vibration, vehicle traffic, increased mortality, and lessened air quality. Previous 
desert tortoise population viability analyses would be rendered moot. [5921-7]

In the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 (Lands Bill) there is a provision for BLM to do a comprehen-
sive Travel and Transportation Management Plan, in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA); the Secretary of Interior in consultation with appropriate Federal agencies, State, tribal, and local govern-
ment entities (including the County and St George, Utah), and the public, identify 1 or more alternatives for a north-
ern transportation route in the County. However, the language in the Lands Bill does not, by any reasonable interpre-
tation, require the northern corridor to be built. All it requires the agency to do is to "identify (or name) 1 or more 
alternatives for a northern transportation route in the county in consultation with agencies, local entities, the State, 
tribes, and the public in development of the BLM's Travel Management Plan. The Lands Bill does not require BLM to 
designate a northern transportation route in the Transportation Management Plan. [5921-10]

I heartily disagree and feel the BLM has satisfied OPLMA that requires they "identify" several options for a northern 
corridor in the county. OPLMA does not say they must recommend a preferred. If a road is not in keeping with the 
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) - which has been in place for 20 years and which OPLMA clearly states may be 
incorporated in the RMP as shown below - then the BLM is within its rights not supporting any road through the 
Reserve/NCA - particularly one that would traverse the Reserve's Zone 3. [5923-3]

If the "northern corridor" in Alternative D is constructed it will not only greatly reduce the values for which the NCA 
was established, but call into question the collaborative process that established the NCA. This would diminish the 
chances that stakeholders will be willing to come to the table to solve future resource conflicts. St. George F.O. would 
be seen as untrustworthy and incapable of upholding its commitments to conservation. We recognize that the BLM 
is under tremendous local political pressure to open the area for road construction. But the decision the BLM makes 
in this case will affect its ability to manage resource conflicts of any kind, not just those involving desert tortoise, for 
decades to come. [5928-33]

It has come to my attention that there is an effort to complete a road way through the 66,000 + acre in the Red Cliffs 
Desert Reserve. This would be be an extension off the Washington Parkway. This is so wrong for so many reasons a 
few of which I will cover here. 1. This is the home of endangered species and, therefore, has been made a reserve. 2. 
There is already a route off to the east planned that will service a new development to the southeast of St. George. 3. 
This is the most important item: This presentation should be in the transportation plan. This transportation corridor 
is NOT in the BLM's jurisdiction. There is NO NEED for this corridor. [5930-2]

Northern Corridor in St. George. Thank you. Thank you for not buckling to the County Commissioners that's mo-
tives can not be trusted. Population management is what needs to happen in Washington County, not further the 
population explosion through creating more and more infrastructure. [5990-1]

In our opinion, The Northern Corridor should be built to make easier access from the northeast to the northwest 
parts of the City. The influx of new residents will not abate.We ourselves, moved to Washington City seven years ago 
and there are many more folks coming. [6001-1] 

There is a concern about the Northern Corridor Road being considered around St. George. It would begin north of 
St. George on Highway 15 and go west to join highway 18. It has been on the drawing board for sometime. This road 
is sorely needed. It would be of great importance to the Green Springs area, which now has only one entrance and 
egress road. There are some 1100 homes on the drawing board for that area, including a new "Sun River" area which 
will include a golf course and 8 hundred homes. This is a concern for not only traffic flow but also for safety and secu-
rity concerns. [6004-1]

I would like to see you take a very aggressive approach to preserving the Red Cliffs Preserve as it currently is. Keeping 
it open and as untouched as is possible. I would very much hope that NO new roads would be added though this area. 
[6014-1]

I believe there is no need for a Northern Corridor, as we have Red Hills Park Way and another major road will just 
fragment the Red Cliffs NCA. I believe the County is misinterpreting the original plan as it states a northern corridor 
will be considered not that there will be one. [6015-2]

I cannot conceive that a Northern Corridor will in any way relieve traffic congestion on either Bluff Street or St. 
George Boulevard. [6026-1]
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The corridor route. Studies have shown that there needs to be different routes through town and outlying areas for 
safety in traffic. Washington county has made studies and statics to show that safety is essential in life in their process 
of the northern corridor. Why does the government BLM think that they know better than the people living in the 
area about where roads should be going so that it helps the flow of traffic? [6033-4]

I see absolutely no reason to build another road that very few will ever use. And at the same time will cut into a fairly 
pristine Habitat Conservation area. Just who are these people that need to get from Leeds to Ivins? Perhaps a more 
useful idea would be to make a connection from Red Hills Parkway directly to I-15. [6038-1]

I am against any intrusion into the 44,000 acre preserve set aside for the preservation of our unique species of flora 
and fauna, and the loss of an open natural area to facilitate a major roadway. We do not need to destroy the beauty of 
every inch of our lands in the interest of growth. The Northern Corridor highway will do just that. [6041-1]

When one looks at the population Growth between Central and St George, it is a must that the northern Corridor be 
built to dispurse traffic from the center of St George. This can be done with limited impact on wildlife. Too ofter we 
fail to look at the big picture and allow special interest over rule the greater need. My vote is to plan for the county 
growth and allow the Northern Corridor in the area plan. [6054-1]

We strongly desire a northern bypass around St. George to be built. As the area grows, this will become an essential 
requirement. What’s more, it can be built without harming the tortoise. Indeed, studies have shown the tortoise will 
do fine if culverts are made under the highway so they can pass under it. [6058-2]

I hope planning and govt. officials will find a compromise that serves both protection of the Preserve and facilitates 
travel. This new highway and Desert Preserve may seem like a conumdrum, but a solution must be found. [6063-1]

Building a highway through the reserve just to get traffic from Ivins and west St. George to Washington city faster, is 
not compatible with the intent of a National Conservation Area. [6075-3]

The Northern Corridor is critical to the future of this area. I'm asking the BLM to reconsider this issue and adopt the 
least restrictive option that allows for greater use of the land. [6080-1]

Biologists and engineers have determined that a new route can be crafted that will not adversely impact tortoise 
habitat. Disturbance necessary for the county's preferred route is only about 150 acres and mitigation would enhance 
tortoise habitat within the Reserve and allow movement of the tortoise - yet this alternative was completely ignored in 
the draft plan [6080-2]

We, at Parke Cox Trucking, are concerned with the traffic congestion here in Washington County and want to help 
prevent future gridlock by having the BLM re-consider the Northern Corridor that the County and the City of St. 
George originally proposed. [6085-1]

We understand that their plan would have the least impact on the potential acreage in consideration, with approxi-
mately 150 acres being disturbed, rather than the 6,350 acres that you are considering with your Alternative D plan. 
The study that was also proposed could enhance tortoise habitat within the Reserve and allow movement of the tor-
toise, which would be a win-win for everyone. [6085-2]

We would like to request that the BLM consider choosing the least restrictive option that allows for greater use of the 
land and promote the Northern Corridor as presented by Washington County and the City of St. George. [6085-3]

I have reviewed the draft Red Cliffs National Conservation Area Resource (RCNCA) Management Plan and the 
Washington County Metropolitan Planning Organization's (MPO) Transportation Plan. Having reviewed these plans, 
I find no logic for the continued need of a future Northern Corridor Parkway through the RCNCA. In the mid 1990's, 
the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) removed approximately 60,000 acres surrounding the 
proposed Northern Corridor Parkway from future development as a residential/business area, creating the Red Cliffs 
Desert Reserve. The 2009 Washington County lands bill created the RCNCA giving increased federal protection to 
approximately 45,000 acres of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. Sometime after implementation of the HCP, the MPO 
updated its transportation plan. The new/updated transportation plan continued to call for building the same ma-
jor highway/Northern Corridor Parkway through the newly created RCNCA. This seemed to be in conflict with the 
agreements made when the HCP was developed. I have tried to rationalize the apparent conflict in the need for the 

same major transportation highway with and without development. The logical conclusion that I come to is that some 
of the assumptions used in modeling the future transportation needs are flawed. Where I do have some applicable 
expertise is in wildlife biology and habitat management. When I read the statement from the MPO regarding im-
proving desert tortoise habitat by building the planned highway through the NCA, it started me on the analytic path 
ultimately resulting in my conclusions regarding the use of some flawed assumptions in the model. [6089-1]

The proposed "Northern Corridor" has no place in an NCA which was established by Congress "to conserve, protect, 
and enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recre-
ational, cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources." [6092-2]

Economic and political interests are now attempting to squander our most valuable resource. Please do not allow a 
northern corridor to be built across these beautiful vulnerable lands. [6095-1]

The Desert Tortoise is much more important than this road. The proposed corridor is too far north and west to make 
a difference to the major traffic in the city of St. George. How many people are going to go out of their way to get 
downtown? [6105-2]

a voting citizen and resident of Washington County do fully support BLM's position on this proposal and strongly 
disagree with the local government who would like it changed to allow a Northern Corridor Roadway through the 
Red Cliffs preserve. Building such a roadway would only diminish the natural resources of the area and bring more 
growth, more traffic and ultimately the need for more roadways into an area which was designated as a National 
Conservation Area as part of the Omnibus Public Lands Management Act in 2009 and should remain as such. It is 
time to put an end to the "greed" of local officials who want their positions elevated through the promotion of MORE 
growth, which brings MORE traffic. There will NEVER be enough roads to support ongoing growth, and the BLM 
CANNOT allow this argument to destroy the natural resources that are under protection of their agency. [6106-4]

We DO NOT support the northern corridor road option. As an engineer, I understand studies and definitely believe 
the study comments that such a road could assist with desert tortoise migration patterns is flawed. They need open, 
natural space not a roadway that offers nothing for the species. The original purpose of the red cliffs NCA needs to be 
kept that way, and maintained. Alternative C should offer protections, as I understand it. [6129-1]

Prohibit the highway corridor through the Red Cliffs NCA. This highway would not only be detrimental to the tor-
toise but would destroy the serenity of enjoying the natural beauty of the area. Its construction would be destructive 
to the flora life systems. [6144-1]

We use the Red Cliff Area several times a week and we do not want it ruined by an unnecessary road. All of the 
growth is to the south and east, not north & west. This road is not needed. Leave the protection the same as now or 
make it even more stringent. The main attraction for the St. George area is the recreation and the beauty. We do not 
need to be another Las Vegas. Leave our open space alone. [6168-1]

Finally the proposal of right-of-way through the Red Cliffs area should be rejected. The Red Cliffs area offers a 
remarkable scenic backdrop to the City of St. George and should be protected. The original agreements should be 
honored. [6172-4]

I and my family have benefited from the trails, for health, for solitude, for beauty and peace. The Huntsman Senior 
Games keep touting the benefits of exercise for all, especially in an area that still has clean air. Allowing the Northern 
Corridor and further utility easements through the NCA will only degrade the ecosystem and degrade its current 
scenic and health values. The 2009 Lands Bill designated these areas as NCAs and I firmly believe that Alternative C 
will best protect this intent. [6173-2]

There is an alternative to pushing a Northern Corridor through any portions of the Desert Reserve. That road, if ever 
considered necessary in the far future, could be built ABOVE, ie,. entirely NORTH of the Reserve. It may be a bit 
more expensive, but if it construction is funded with a bond to be paid with toll fees, it would run from I-15 directly 
to the proposed interchange on SR 18, for which some preliminary work was undertaken years ago, with hitting any 
of the Reserve. That route would allow BLM to meet its supposed requirement for a NC with violating the Reserve 
and without instigating a massive fight with conservation people. [6178-1]
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I am extremely opposed to the Washington County proposal to build a Northern Corridor highway through the 
Red Cliffs Preserve. This is a very special area that should be kept as pristine as possible. There are alternatives for an 
east-west highway. Also, if there is no highway, there will probably be less development in the Ivins corridor and more 
development in the Washington Fields area. [6188-1]

CalUWild strongly supported the establishment of both NCAs when established by the Omnibus Public Lands 
Management Act of 2009, and we continue to believe strongly that their main purpose must be conservation: of 
both the landscape and the native species inhabiting it. For this reason, I will state at the outset that we in the stron-
gest possible terms oppose any inclusion in the Final Plan of a right of way corridor as envisioned for a "northern 
transportation route in the County," in Alt. D of the Draft RMP for the Red Cliffs NCA (Table 2-68 and Map 2-46). 
[6192-1]

The NCA was created to protect valuable and unique resources as well as protect in perpetuity a threatened desert 
tortoise population. Creating this corridor would violate the promises Washington County made when they signed 
the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan in 1995 as well as undermine efforts to protect resources within 
the Red Cliffs NCA. [6207-2]

Creation of the multi-million dollar Northern Corridor would only benefit a few as the majority of development is 
southeast of St. George, around the new airport and the Southern Parkway. In addition, creation of this road would 
put additional pressure to create more routes through the NCA, such as expanding Cottonwood Wash Road as well as 
create a direct route from the Northern Corridor to SR-18. [6207-3]

Just here to voice my opinion on the northern corridor proposal for Washington County, Utah. I think it's sad that 
greedy politicians and developers are doing all they can to disfigure this incredible landscape here for the sake of 
increasing the population. Not only are you destroying the natural environment and displacing untold numbers of 
animal species, but you are also inviting hoards of people into this area who will only serve to quicken the death of 
this county by their consumption of water. [6208-1]

It is my understanding that the BLM has neglected to include a northern corridor route as proposed by Vision Dixie 
planning process in its current draft of the Washington County Lands Bill. Please reconsider this exclusion. I believe a 
northern corridor will eventually become a necessity to relieve traffic congestion in St George. [6216-1]

I ask you to have the Northern Parkway relocated and other encroachments into this undeveloped area discontinued 
in order to protect the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve and the beauty and the visual integrity of this unique area of Utah. 
Future generations deserve our diligence and "common sense" approach in managing these lands. [6234-2]

This preserve was agreed to by the county, if I recall correctly, in leu of environmental studies for other development. 
Agreements must be honored and critical habitats must be preserved. There are most certainly alternate options to 
address transportation concerns. [6249-2]

I'd like to bring to your attention the growing need for alternative routes around St George. As I was walking up 
from the SunTran bus passenger transfer Center on 1000 East and 100 S in St George, I looked up and down the road 
from 100 South to St George Blvd and noticed that traffic was stopped and backed up the entire two blocks. Cars on 
Tabernacle and 100 South could not turn to proceed north and get to the freeway. As we continue to grow in popula-
tion and traffic we will need alternate routes around the city. [6262-1]

We don't need this Northern Corridor road. One of the main reasons we have the Red Cliffs Desert Preserve is to 
protect the ecological, wildlife, natural, scientific resources of this land. That means the Desert Tortoise need protec-
tion. [6267-1]

We don't see any sense in building the northern corridor. We have a 2 lane road up there that takes people above 
downtown into Santa Clara into Ivins (where I live). It wasn't there 14 years ago, and everything seemed fine. It was 
built, and more and more development was built right along the boundaries of the Red Cliff Desert Preserve. It's bad 
enough that this land is bounded everywhere with new housing developments. We don't need another road on the 
northern portion of this preserved land. It would be a disaster. [6267-2]

It is important to allow the road to be built from 1-15 Exit 13 North of Washington, Utah to SR 18. I commuted from 
Leeds to Santa Clara for 17 years and during that time traffic and travel time increased significantly. The shorter route 

would reduce carbon emissions for those making this transit as well as reducing traffic congestion. Both issues are a 
large public concern. The impact on the reserve would be minimal. I am aware of some of the hiking clubs and others 
who are concerned with the visual impact of such a road. While I appreciate their concerns being a hiker and lover of 
the natural environment, I feel the impact of the larger audience of the traveling public far outweighs this very narrow 
concern. There are more than ample unfettered trails in the county and area to accommodate the purist in all of us 
while allowing a reduced carbon footprint and more efficient traffic flow. [6278-1]

Such a route would conflict directly with the reasons the NCA was set aside by Congress "to conserve, protect, and 
enhance for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations the ecological, scenic, wildlife, recreational, 
cultural, historical, natural, educational, and scientific resources," and would threaten the foundation and integrity of 
the agreement struck to create the Habitat Conservation Plan and Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. I wish the area's govern-
ment officials would understand that much more long-term value will be realized by protecting the NCA's incredible 
legacy of cultural and natural values than by allowing a highway to pass through it. As you can tell, I, in no uncertain 
terms, oppose any transportation route through the Red Cliffs NCA. [6283-1]

Not allowing what I consider an environmentally destructive use such as the North Corridor highway is consistent 
with what I view as the purpose of the Red Cliffs Reserve. Constructing a highway through the Reserve in my opinion 
would destroy many of the values that caused me to move to the area and invest heavily in the future of Washington 
County. [6284-2]

"A new multi-lane roadway, constructed along any of the alternative alignments proposed by Washington County, 
would fragment habitat. Injuries and mortalities to tortoises during new utility developments or roadway construc-
tion could occur, as this area has some of the highest tortoise densities documented in the Upper Virgin River 
Recovery Unit. Management decisions under this alternative related to Lands and Realty management would not 
meet the conservation, protection, and enhancement purpose of the NCA for ecological resources. The potential 
impacts on desert tortoise populations as a result of some level of adverse modification to as much as 4,281 acres 
of designated critical habitat could threaten the viability of tortoises in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit. The 
potential adverse modification of critical habitat and 'take' of tortoise related to future developments in the designated 
corridors, in concert with the loss of habitat to developments and fire in the CIAA, could cumulatively jeopardize the 
survival of desert tortoises in the Upper Virgin River Recovery." [6287-7]

The Council strongly opposes the designation of a new utility and transportation corridor through the Red Cliffs 
NCA for the following reasons (all taken, verbatim, from the text on pages 789 through 791):  "Approximately 4,281 
acres of the 6,350 proposed new utility and transportation corridor are designated critical habitat for the threatened 
desert tortoise." "Estimates of tortoise numbers in this area would range from 158 to 208 tortoises that could be im-
pacted by developments or construction within the proposed utility and transportation corridor, although this num-
ber could be substantially higher." We suspect that these data estimate the numbers of adult tortoises, and expect that 
when juveniles, immature, and subadult animals are included twice as many tortoises may be affected. "The new util-
ity and transportation corridor proposed under Alternative D contains all five of the habitat-related PCEs [Primary 
Constituent Elements of designated tortoise critical habitat]." [6287-7]

Within the proposed new designated corridor area, below the 1200 meter contour, slightly more than half of the habi-
tat has been damaged by recent wildfires. The remaining acreage of unburned habitat is now crucial to the survival of 
the tortoise populations, as it provides necessary shade, shelter, and intact native vegetation communities that better 
meet tortoise nutritional needs than do invasive annual grass species." [6287-7]

We note that the highest densities of tortoises in the Red Cliffs NCA (Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 2015) 
would be bisected by this utility and transportation corridor. The analysis given on pages 789 through 791 and reiter-
ated above is already compelling evidence why the new corridor should not be identified or adopted in any alterna-
tive. However, the analysis fails to quantify the impact a new highway would have on the efficacy of the Washington 
County HCP. BLM needs to divulge how many acres and how many tortoises have been taken from HCP-authorized 
projects on private lands compared to how many acres and tortoises have been acquired and conserved, respectively, 
within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve as a result of implementing the HCP. [6287-8]
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16 163 2.3.1. 2-34 With regards to Lands and Realty, the Council supports only Alternative C, which would eliminate 
all designated transportation and utility corridors from the NCAs. It is not clear why BLM's Preferred Alternative 
would maintain corridors that it does not intend to use. In reading available information, we note that both USFWS 
and BLM have continued to deny construction of the Northern Corridor, Washington Parkway, etc. in the Red Cliffs 
NCA. Eliminating the transportation and utility corridor now in this RMP is BLM's opportunity to remove this threat 
from further consideration. [6287-27]

21 788 789 4.34.2.7 "Alternative D would also designate a new utility and transportation corridor, totaling 6,350 acres 
in size," which we understand is referring to the corridor that would accommodate a new highway, referred to vari-
ously as the "Northern Corridor" and "Washington Parkway." Is Alternative D the only one that would facilitate con-
struction of the new highway? Would it be allowed under BLM's Preferred Alternative B? How did BLM determine 
that 6,350 acres would be affected? [6287-32]

22 789 4.34.2.7 The Council strongly opposes the designation of a new utility and transportation corridor through 
the Red Cliffs NCA for the following reasons (all taken, verbatim, from the text on pages 789 through 791): * 
"Approximately 4,281 acres of the 6,350 proposed new utility and transportation corridor are designated critical 
habitat for the threatened desert tortoise." * "Estimates of tortoise numbers in this area would range from 158 to 208 
tortoises that could be impacted by developments or construction within the proposed utility and transportation 
corridor, although this number could be substantially higher." * "The new utility and transportation corridor pro-
posed under Alternative D contains all five of the habitat-related PCEs [Primary Constituent Elements of designated 
tortoise critical habitat]." [6287-33]

New multi-lane roadway, constructed along any of the alternative alignments proposed by Washington County, would 
fragment habitat. Injuries and mortalities to tortoises during new utility developments or roadway construction could 
occur, as this area has some of the highest tortoise densities documented in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit." * 
"Management decisions under this alternative related to Lands and Realty management would not meet the [6287-33]

22 789 4.34.2.7 The Council strongly opposes the designation of a new utility and transportation corridor through 
the Red Cliffs NCA for the following reasons (all taken, verbatim, from the text on pages 789 through 791): * 
"Approximately 4,281 acres of the 6,350 proposed new utility and transportation corridor are designated critical 
habitat for the threatened desert tortoise." * "Estimates of tortoise numbers in this area would range from 158 to 208 
tortoises that could be impacted by developments or construction within the proposed utility and transportation 
corridor, although this number could be substantially higher." * "The new utility and transportation corridor pro-
posed under Alternative D contains all five of the habitat-related PCEs [Primary Constituent Elements of designated 
tortoise critical habitat]." [6287-33]

New multi-lane roadway, constructed along any of the alternative alignments proposed by Washington County, would 
fragment habitat. Injuries and mortalities to tortoises during new utility developments or roadway construction could 
occur, as this area has some of the highest tortoise densities documented in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit." * 
"Management decisions under this alternative related to Lands and Realty management would not meet the [6287-33]

23 789 4.34.2.7 We note that the highest densities of tortoises in the Red Cliffs NCA (Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources 2015) would be bisected by this utility and transportation corridor. The analysis given on pages 789 
through 791 is already compelling evidence why the new corridor should not be identified or adopted in any alterna-
tive. However, the analysis fails to quantify the impact a new highway would have on the efficacy of the Washington 
County HCP. BLM needs to divulge how many acres and how many tortoises have been taken from HCP-authorized 
projects on private lands compared to how many acres and tortoises have been acquired and conserved, respectively, 
within the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve as a result of implementing the HCP. The damaged habitat from fires and tortois-
es injured or killed by the fires should be included in this analysis. Then the BLM needs to analyze how construction 
of the new utility and transportation corridor would affect acquired lands and conserved tortoises; and how previous 
agreements under the Washington County HCP may be undermined by construction of this highway. These analyses 
are currently lacking from the draft document, which is deficient in this respect, and should be remedied in the final 
document. There are general statements in Section 4.34.4, but the Cumulative Effects Analysis fails to provide the 
level of detail requested in this comment. [6287-34]

24 791 4.34.4 Relative to the following statements, "In 1996, Washington County was issued an Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) authorizing the 'take' of approximately 12,264 acres of non-federal lands in critical habitat and 1,169 tortoises, 
based on the commitments made through the HCP and Implementation Agreement. The ITP does not authorize the 
incidental take of tortoises or the adverse modification of critical habitat within the boundaries of the Reserve," if 
BLM's RMPs facilitated the development of this highway, the Washington County HCP would cease to function as 
envisioned due to this unforeseen impact as stated on page 791. We give this as one more reason the highway should 
not be developed, and why BLM RMPs should not facilitate this development. [6287-35]

Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management for RCNCA Table 2-68, Linear ROWs Page 279: I do not 
support Alternative D designation of a ROW corridor (e.g., Northern Corridor or Washington Parkway) through 
the Red Cliffs NCA for the following reasons: 1) The Washington County HCP permit (1996) does not allow for take 
with in the boundaries of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve/ Red Cliffs NCA. The building of this road would violate the 
trust and conditions of the HCP, which was to protect habitat and tortoise populations within the Red Cliffs NCA 
in exchange for the take of 1,169 animals, 12,264 acres of habitat, and 31,282 acres of potential habitat; 2) This road 
would fragment already heavily fragmented tortoise populations in the smallest and most at-risk Recovery Unit. 
According to UDWR published reports (2013), tortoise populations have declined since the Red Cliffs NCA was cre-
ated. Building a road through the core of the Reserve, in an area with high tortoise densities, would adversely modify 
critical habitat and jeopardize the viability of existing tortoise populations furthering their decline; and 3) The ROW 
corridor would impact a host of other valuable resources (BLM sensitive species, cultural, scenic, recreational, etc.) 
and hence, not meet the goals of the NCA, which is to "conserve, protect, and enhance those resources." [6289-6]

Thank you for only showing a Northern Corridor in one of the plan alternatives. But, for the record: We are ada-
mantly opposed to the designation and any consideration for a road that will go through this land that has been given 
Federal Protection. We are opposed to any road being built in the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area and any part 
of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. The road that is preferred by the officials of St. George and Washington County goes 
directly through some of the most beautiful and pristine areas where there are trails enjoyed by equestrians, bicycles 
and hikers alike. A road would destroy the recreational experience that we have come to enjoy in this NCA. A road 
would bring air pollution, light pollution, noise pollution, non-native species of weeds from the tires and wheels 
of vehicles and potentially threaten the habitat of the animals it was created to protect and violate one of the many 
outdoor recreational areas that brings visitors to our area. Every year, we have lots and lots of visitors with horses who 
come to ride in the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve - especially in the winter when conditions in the north are less than 
optimal. Visitors have come to ride in the winter from Utah, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Idaho as well as some of 
the Midwestern states. [6293-1]

But most importantly, we believe that the need for this road is over-estimated by our local officials. They seem to 
believe that it will alleviate future congestion on I-15 by moving traffic to the west. In as much as the western portion 
of the St. George, Ivins and Santa Clara is almost built out and has little room for expansion, they would be better to 
move traffic to the east and south. It is obvious that the greatest areas for expansion are south and east of St. George. 
A Northern Corridor would be an exercise in futility. [6293-2]

Table 2-68, Linear ROWs Page # 279 I do not support Alternative D designation of a ROW Corridor (e.g., Northern 
Corridor or Washington Parkway) through the Red Cliffs NCA for the following reasons: 1) The Washington County 
HCP permit (1996) does not allow for take within the boundaries of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve/Red Cliffs NCA. 
The building of this road would violate the trust and conditions of the HCP, which was to protect habitat and tortoise 
populations within the Red Cliffs NCA in exchange for take of 1,169 animals, 12,264 acres of tortoise habitat and 
31,282 acres of potential habitat; 2) This road would fragment already heavily fragmented tortoise populations in the 
smallest and most at-risk Recovery Unit. According to UDWR published reports (2013), tortoise populations have 
declined since the Red Cliffs NCA was created. Building a road through the core of the Reserve, in an area with high 
tortoise densities, would adversely modify critical habitat and jeopardize the viability of existing tortoise populations 
furthering their decline; and 3) The ROW corridor would impact a host of other valuable resources (BLM sensitive 
species, cultural, scenic, recreational, etc.) and, hence, not meet the goals of the NCA, which is to "conserve, protect, 
and enhance those resources. [6295-2]
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Section: Chapter 4; Section 4.42.2.15; pgs. 831-832 RCNCA Washington Country has submitted six potential align-
ments for the "northern transportation route" shown in Map 4-1 on pg. 832. The strong opposition of Alternative D 
by the BLM is needed as alternative D increases the potential of this routes construction. All six of these alignments 
and indeed any proposal for the "northern corridor route" are unacceptable and are guaranteed to destroy and frag-
ment vast amounts of desert tortoise habitat. [6296-2]

Economically speaking the social cost and environmental detriment largely outweighs any suggested benefits of an 
overzealous unnecessary new highway in an area already easily accessed by State Highway 18, St. George Boulevard as 
well as Interstate 15. Any proposal for the route is based upon the asinine notion of an improbable and scientifically 
unrealistic population boom. [6296-4]

Northern Corridor: the area in dispute is a central corridor running to and from areas of low development, cur-
rent and near future growth seems to be targeted about 80% to East and south East Wasco and about 20% within St 
George or Ivins, Santa Clara and Kayenta. Nothing to the north but speculation. If we need a ring road around Wasco 
plan it, around the county not through it, and when development comes to the Notheast, add on [6297-4]

Following are my concerns: 1. Movement is not in that direction, people are building in the opposite direction 2. 
Previous agreements and plans have been established that provide better care for this area than what is being sug-
gested 3. The suggestions are political and from those outside of the immediate area....Washington Senators should 
have no skin in the game 4. Movement around the valley is easy and can be supported better by roads in the opposite 
direction 5. The decisions are not being made by the local population, but by big money from outside the immediate 
area. 6. Building up the area more is not necessarily in the best interest of the area....smog, big city issues, water con-
cerns, and many more issues should be addressed FIRST before considering more significant growth in the area. The 
goal used to be to make St. George the Palm Springs of Utah.....check out Palm Springs and its priorities 7. Wilderness 
can never be re-established....wilderness and the accompanying fauna and flora are a significant part of what makes 
St. George what it is....once it is significantly disturbed or destroyed, it cannot be replaced. [6301-3]

Moreover, there are scientific studies showing that putting paved, high-speed highways in tortoise habitat causes sub-
stantial adverse impacts and "take" of tortoises not only through road kill and other direct effects but also indirectly 
through subsidizing tortoise predators like ravens through road kills and eventually causing tortoise populations to 
decline some distance away from the highways. Thus, clear legal mandates and scientific studies prevent BLM from 
having the discretion to propose authorizing the Northern Corridor. [6302-1]

Of course, the BLM SGFO has had to walk a figurative National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) "tight rope" in the 
DEIS because the OPLMA also required BLM to identify one or more northern transportation routes. While this stat-
utory language did not mandate any routes in the Red Cliffs NCA per se, BLM has tried in good faith to accommo-
date those pushing the Northern Corridor by putting what they had proposed in Alternative D. I believe that doing so 
satisfied this OPLMA requirement. However, this requirement to identify one or more northern transportation routes 
in no way reduced BLM's ESA, HCP, and OPLMA requirements to fully protect tortoises and their habitat and to 
uphold the ecological integrity of the Reserve. As such, despite the Northern Corridor's inclusion in Alternative D of 
the DEIS, BLM does not have the discretion and therefore should not include the Northern Corridor in its Proposed 
RMPs Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). [6302-2]

Adding a northern highway, that bisects the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area, would leave a heavy footprint on 
the landscape and jeopardize threatened species like the Mojave Desert tortoise and degrade important opportunities 
for recreation in the area. [6304-7]

BLM should maximize conservation and wildlife protections in its plan by rejecting attempts to site a highway 
through the Red Cliffs National Conservation Area and by excluding all utility and transmission line development 
within the Beaver Dam Wash National Conservation Area [6304-8]

I am extremely concerned with fact that the "Northern Corridor" road through the Red Cliffs NCA was hastily con-
sidered and dismissed. Paragraph (2) (A) of Section 1977 Management Plan of the 2009 Omnibus Act (Washington 
County Lands bill) clearly states that the Secretary shall designate one alternative for a Northern Transportation route 
in Washington County. [6421-1]

Currently, Alternative D weighs the impacts of all of the routes the Dixie MPO and Washington County have studied 
as if all routes will be built at some future date. The Dixie MPO and the County have determined through years of 
study that only the route labeled in the RMP as the county preferred alternative would meet the growth and trans-
portation needs for which a northern corridor would be built. Toquerville requests that the BLM consider an alterna-
tive that only analyzes the impacts of the County and MPO preferred route, and to select that alternative for the final 
RMP. [6423-36]

Toquerville understands that normally route designations are not handled in the RMP planning process. Following 
Congress' directive in this case will require a deviation from usual resource management planning protocol. The 
county is willing to cooperate and offer any resources it has to help the BLM navigate this unique mandate by 
Congress. [6423-37]

Failure to provide an east/west corridor through the NCA (Northern Corridor). The City of St. George has always had 
in its master transportation plan, a road from U-18 to the Washington Interchange. Given the growth rate projected 
and according to traffic studies completed by the State UDOT and the local MPO, without a northern corridor, our 
transportation system will be at failure within 15 years. The City has no other alternatives to move traffic from the 
west side of the County to the east and to access 1-15 without going through the middle of St. George. Given the to-
pography and the Virgin River with its endangered species the opportunities for another corridor is limited. OPLMA 
specifically requires the BLM to work with state and local governments and the public in identifying possible routes 
for the northern corridor. OPLMA is specifically referring to alternatives being identified in the Transportation 
Management Plan (TMP); however, since the TMP has not been completed, all of the alternatives identified should 
be included in the alternatives in the RMP. Washington County, in cooperation with the cities and the MPO, has 
determined though an exhaustive study, a preferred alternative and we believe it is the only alternative that will meet 
the future transportation needs in this area. OPLMA required that both the RMP and the TMP be completed within 
three years; however, the TMP is not issued with the RMP which does not allow a clear understanding of how trans-
portation needs will be met. NEPA guidance shows that the TMP is a connected action. How can the RPM contain a 
preferred alternative without knowing what will be contained in the final TMP? OMPLA Section 1977(b) 2(A) directs 
consultation with the Washington County and the City of St. George among others to identify alternatives. The City 
of St. George has not been consulted nor been asked for a preferred alternative. By selecting alternative B as the pre-
ferred option, the option of placing the local government preferred route is eliminated. [6424-11]

We recommend that the draft be changed to acknowledge that OPLMA requires a northern transportation and that 
it be identified and included in each alternative and that alternative would be the County and the local governments 
preferred route. [6424-12]

We recommend that this draft be delayed until the completion of the TMP so the northern corridor can be identified 
as outlined in OMPLA. [6424-13]

The Northern Corridor Road is not shown in the Preferred Alternative B. The proposed road should be added to the 
preferred Alternative [6426-1]

Physically splitting the tortoise habitat into two parts with a road or highway would separate the population into two 
or more portions; lessening genetic interchange. Additionally, if the road were built it would create new problems of 
light, noise, dogs, vibration, vehicle traffic and lessen air quality. [6428-3]

The proposed Northern Corridor would also be unwelcome to many citizens who view, hike, horseback ride, etc. in 
the Red Cliffs NCA, and who enjoy it the way it is [6428-4]

The language in the Lands Bill does not, by any reasonable interpretation, require the Northern Corridor to be built. 
All it requires the agency to do is to "identify (or name) 1or more alternatives for a northern transportation route in 
the county." [6428-5]

The County Commission fears that the BLM will not include any Northern Corridor route in the final RMP. The 
Southern Utah Home Builders Association is concerned as well and recommends adopting the least restrictive option 
that allows for the N01thern Corridor route and greater use of the land for recreation and development purposes. 
[6429-1]
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The Northern Corridor is necessary to relieve future traffic issues. There are studies that have shown the need of 
the Northern Corridor route to alleviate heavy traffic patterns on main arterial roads like Bluff Street, St. George 
Boulevard, etc. Our current road infrastructure is not adequate to meet future development and traffic demands. The 
Northern Corridor has been an integral part of the long range planning since the early 1990s and during the Vision 
Dixie planning process. Professionals like biologists and engineers have determined the route can be designed to not 
adversely impact the tortoise habitat. We respectfully request the Northern Corridor be incorporated into the RMP 
and recommend adopting the least restrictive option that allows for greater use of the land. [6429-3]

This road would fragment already heavily fragmented tortoise populations in the smallest and most at-risk Recovery 
Unit. According to UDWR published reports (2013), tortoise populations have declined since the Red Cliffs NCA 
was created. Building a road through the core of the Reserve, in an area with high tortoise densities, would adversely 
modify critical habitat and jeopardize the viability of existing tortoise populations furthering their decline [6439-2]

The Red Cliffs needs to be totally excluded from development. I've hiked a good portion of it and can not imagine a 
road through it. The Northern Corridor, Alt D, is not being in good faith. [6442-1]

This RMP offers little in a range of options for a northern Transportation Route - it is either 0 in alternatives A B C 
or a 6,350 Acre impact in alternative D. I know from my own personal experience that you could squeeze all of those 
utilities into a 300 Ft wide corridor for 3.5 miles across the reserve and only impact 150 to 200 acres. Why is there 
only 2 options [6446-2]

This RMP implies that the northern transportation route would impact 6,350 acres. By my calculations, option 3 for 
the NTR would only impact a mere 150 acres and it could co-locate in other rights of way already established on the 
reserve. The county (Washington County) tells me that they only proposed one route for the RMP (option 3) and yet 
your people are telling me tonight that all six options were requested. Commissioner Allen Gardner says that is not 
true. So why have you mis-rerepented the Count's request and why are you telling the public this lie? It seems like you 
have not followed the 2009 law that requires you to develop these plans in coordination with local government agen-
cies. [6458-1]

This legislative intent of the 2009 omnimounds act was that a northern transportation route be identified in coordina-
tion with local government agencies. The intent of that law was that a NTR be identified in the preferred alternative. 
Why have you ignored that Legislative intent? [6458-2]

This draft RMP seems biased toward not building a northern transportation route - or identifying a preferred route in 
the preferred alternative. It is also biased against OHV open area use... And it is biased against local property owners 
(limiting access) and toward grazing rights that have been established and managed successfully for many decades. 
Why doesn't the plan have a more balanced approach? [6458-3]

The BLM RMP Process should have analyzed the southern transportation route and compared the siz alternatives to 
identify one preferred alignment as directed in the 2009 Lands Bill, but she was unable to point to that analysis in the 
document. I agree the RMP should have done the analysis, but it is not shown in the document. [6460-1]

The document does state that Washington county recommended six routes, but the county did not. It recommended 
only 1 route, as did the Dixie MPO. That route (Recommended) would only impact 151 acres - not 6,300 noted in the 
RMP. Why was no analysis done? [6460-1]

I am very frustrated with how the Northern Transportation Corridor has been depicted and evaluated in this process. 
Why a 150 + AC. corridor got critical importance, has been lumped into a 6350 ac corridor to be evaluated is, to me 
a fatal flaw in the process. And then to evaluate in alternative "d" which is an alternative that has no chance of being 
preferred is certainly not in accordance with the Public law that was approved. This corridor is essential to the future 
transportation of this area and should be evaluated correctly and included with each of the 3 alternatives B, C, C and 
included in the final recommendation [6466-1]

Chapter 2 page 283, maps. Avoidance area: an area designated on a land use plan, for which use for a ROW should be 
avoided if at all possible. Exclusion area: An area identified through Land Use Plan or in the process of designating 
corridors for which ROW's are to be excluded. Why is the preferred road only shown on alternative D. It should be 
in B and C as well to be in accordance to Public Law. It is not reasonable to tie it, the northern corridor to the entire 

right of way corridor as shown on the map for alternative D. Also note that the corridor has been requested under 
the current plan, which would be Alt. A which shows the area as "Avoidance" meaning, by definition that it could be 
granted! [6467-3]

Washington County is already gridlocked with traffic congestion. The Northern Corridor is critical to future traffic 
flow in Washington County. Computerized traffic models and flow studies have consistently demonstrated its need 
if we are to avoid severe traffic congestion on Bluff Street, St. George Boulevard and other main traffic arteries. The 
studies have conclusively demonstrated the necessity for a workable Northern Corridor route. Our existing road 
infrastructure will fail at some point in the future without it. [6486-58]

The County's and St George City's proposed route was not even identified as a possible route in the preferred alterna-
tive in the draft plan. The only proposal on the plan is an oversized corridor in Alternative D that would allow the 
development of four separate routes thus greatly exaggerating the potential impact of the northern corridor. The draft 
plan estimates that the potential for disturbed acreage is 6,350 acres by considering the disturbance of four routes 
rather than the single route that was requested. Disturbance of the county's preferred route is only about 150 acres. 
Additionally, a study showing that proposed mitigation for the preferred route that would enhance tortoise habitat 
within the Reserve and allow movement of the tortoise was completely ignored in the draft plan. [6486-59]

Alternative Table 2-47, Special Status Wildlife Species (notes stated goal "Habitats for listed species are conserved, 
protected and restored to support viable population that no longer require listing under ESA". The objective of meet-
ing such a goal for the threatened Mojave Desert Tortoise appears to be in jeopardy if Management Actions (Table 
2-47,p. 209) for new land uses outlined in Alternatives B, C and D are authorized. St. George City and Washington 
County Commission insistence on a multi-lane highway through reduced Red Cliffs NCA tortoise critical habitat will 
undoubtedly impact an already downward trend in tortoise population. [6494-1]

Other than road construction to accommodate population growth, there appears to be no consideration for bus or 
rail transit system outside the reserve which may be more accommodating to the city's future transportation needs. 
It is believed an expanded mass transit system would meet "reasonable alternative" criteria. Therefore, if BLM's final 
RMP adopts approval of this invasive multi-lane highway alternative reducing existing critical habitat this will surely 
lead to a further impact on today's tortoise population undoubtedly leading to a further downward tortoise popula-
tion trend. [6494-7]

Overall I favor Alternative B. However, I am against the northern Corridor. The Reserve was set aside and shouldn't 
be broken up to accommodate development interests. Many of us treasure the open space that the Reserve provides 
right out our door. [6496-1]
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